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The Coming of The Killer Beavers 

A Lanham, Maryland man found his property endangered by a duo of busy beavers — the literal 
bucktoothed dam-building kind. Concerned over the fate of his property, he called various agencies for 
help. With the same efficiency and customer service typically characterizing the Internal Revenue 
Service, the government ignored his plea for help. 

However, had this taxpayer solved his own problem by eliminating these pesky rodents, the government 
would have responded without delay by imposing punitive fines or by issuing an arrest warrant. 

The Declaration of Independence informs that governments are instituted among men and the 
Gettysburg Address teaches that governments are by and for the people. Neither document says 
anything about animals, as cute though they may be. 

A government so ready to raise property taxes at a moment's notice should as quickly respond to save 
said holdings from certain destruction. Unfortunately, the bureaucrats paid hefty salaries to handle these 
problems are too busy daydreaming up new ways to further limit property rights. 

If local authorities are unwilling to act, landowners should be informed that beaver pelts make fine hats, 
as Benjamin Franklin showed us in the 1700's. And, by the way, like most exotic foods, beaver 
probably tastes a bit like chicken. 

Return of the Killer Beavers 

The dictionary defines hypocrisy as a pretense of having publicly approved attitudes, beliefs, or 
principles that one does not possess. One might say that this definition characterizes the state of 
environmental policy at the various levels of government. This is even evident examining something as 
mundane as Metropolitan Washington Area beaver policy. 

While most Washingtonians are content to gaze upon the Tidal Basin cherries, some arboreal aficionados 
quite literally decided to sink their teeth into their enjoyment of these natural treasures. 

Over the course of about a week, several beavers chewed their way through a number of cherry trees, 
felling some and damaging others. The Park Service eventually decided to trap and relocate the 
perpetrators. 

While the government is free to take the steps necessary to protect the cherries, average citizens are not 
so privileged when it comes to keeping these marauding rodents at bay. 

Astute readers will recall the plight of the Lanham, Maryland resident mentioned on the previous page 
whose yard was under siege by this neighboring branch of the Cleaver clan. This resident was informed 
there was nothing that could be done to save his property and that he'd better not get caught whacking 



these pests across the back of the head since harming these creatures is against the law. 

But when government property is threatened, park officials are allowed to go so far as to deploy 
helicopters in an attempt to drive off the Tidal Basin beavers. 

The American people are constantly barraged with propaganda that they are the ones intruding upon 
nature and its denizens as if mankind belonged nowhere upon the earth. 

Some animal rights enthusiasts block efforts to thin suburban deer populations posing a danger to 
commuter traffic. These radicals invoke the ideas of philosopher Peter Singer, the environmental 
ethicist claiming a boy is no better than a pig and that parents have a right to kill their children several 
days after birth. 

If the American people are to be held hostage by the very creatures over which they are to exercise 
dominion, then the government should be bound by the same restrictions it imposes on the remainder of 
society. 

If a beaver ruining my yard is simply the course of nature over which we humans have no right to 
interfere, it does not matter if a beaver decides to wreak havoc among the cherry trees and then take on 
the Washington Monument for dessert. For after all, in many ways our homes are just as important as 
any government building or property. 

Tree Wars 

Many advocating environmental preservation restrictions are missing the proverbial forest for the trees 
(the forest of American liberty and property rights that is). 

It seems the government has snatched yet another freedom from the people in order to preserve an 
"endangered" environmental resource. 

The idea of a so-called "urban forest" is a nonsensical one concocted by bureaucratic planners with 
nothing better to do at taxpayers' expense and activists so filthy looking they couldn't possibly get real 
jobs. This urban forest nonsense is about as laughable as calling a putrid swamp a "wetland". 

Trees on private property belong to their owners who should be able to dispose of this commodity as 
they see fit. After all, the last time I checked, the people pay the property taxes, not the trees. 

The regulation of private property in such a manner is a betrayal of the individual rights that made this 
country great. Measures infringing upon these kinds of freedoms incorporate into the American body 
politic Marxist notions that have brought abject failure to other nations around the world. Maybe these 
radical arborists would rather live in Red China than a free America. 

In compliance with this urban forest proposal, uniformed agents of the City of Hyattsville swept across 
the town to catalog the hamlet's evergreen and deciduous denizens. A civic tree board was then 
empowered to determine whether taxpayers could remove trees from the property to which the residents 
held title. 

Many up until now have not been willing to admit that socialism has found its new home in facets of the 
environmental movement. No longer is the revolutionary vanguard concerned with the plight of the 
proletariat. In today's world, excesses are justified in the name of pansies, pines, and piping plovers. 

Private property is the fundamental right ensuring the continuation of all others. The First and Second 



Amendments are merely mechanisms whereby this liberty is secured. 

Key to this notion of property as the bedrock of liberty is the right to utilize it as one sees fit within 
reasonable and unobtrusive limits. While admitting that one should not cultivate mosquito birthing 
pools, the citizen should enjoy broad powers to landscape their holdings so as to render pleasure for 
themselves. 

Felling privately held trees on residential property in no way constitutes a threat to the ozone layer. 
Forbidding such acts does constitute a threat to fundamental liberties. However, Hyattsville politicians 
and administrators fail to comprehend this logic. 

Dear citizen, don't fall prey to the propaganda postulating that your very lives must be so extensively 
regulated just to save the environmental resources that you already pay outlandish taxes upon. These 
laws only attempt to regulate you into further submission. 

Today you are told what plants may be removed in ecology's name. Tomorrow you will be forced to 
convince authorities whether the local ecosystem can support that second car or additional child you so 
long for. 

If the Hyattsville city council loves trees so much and plans to forbid their demise, then let the council 
pay the accursed property taxes it extracts from its subjects. 

A people unable to hold or control property in the most basic of ways can truly be said to be losing their 
liberty. 

Strike a blow for freedom. Cut down a tree. 

Tree Wars, Episode II: Eco-Nuts Strike Back 

The campaign to erode individual property rights is in all actuality a war to eventually abolish all the 
rights we hold dear as Americans. That include those enshrined by the U.S. Constitution. 

To those adhering to the principles of liberty, the innate divinity of trees espoused by the tree-huggers is 
a moot point. The real issue at hand is whether property owners possess the Jeffersonian freedom to 
follow the dictates of one's conscience not impinging upon the same rights of one's neighbor. 

Apparently, this is not the only right being questioned by factions supporting anti-cutting laws. One 
Hyattsville environmental activist gave a speech before the city council calling into question freedom of 
the press and the right to public dissent. 

Opposing a letter I had published in local media outlets, this environmental activist said it should have 
not been published since it did not uphold the established green orthodoxy. The activist also questioned 
the concept of civil disobedience (a notion endorsed by individuals as varying as Henry David Thoreau 
and the authors of the Bible) in relation to laws tyrannical in origin. 

Perhaps this environmentalist needs to learn that the same principle allowing them to waste the council's 
time making speeches also allows me to promulgate the statement, "Strike a blow for freedom. Cut 
down a tree." 

Often the average citizen brushes aside the assertion by conservatives that many environmentalist efforts 
are attempts to limit American freedoms. If Americans refuse to heed these warnings on less obvious 
liberties like automobile ownership and reasonable landscaping preferences, it might be felicitous for 



them to read the positions of these ragweed-wearing Robespierres regarding the more obvious ones. 

Gambling Backer's Morality Up A Tree 

Former Hyattsville Mayor Thomas Bass, in a letter to the Washington Times, came out in favor of 
legalized gambling. The basis for his opinion was that everyone's doing it and that it makes for a swell 
revenue source. 

Therefore, in the eyes of the state, it becomes a civic duty to engage in an activity many religious people 
deem sinful. 

But don't you go away thinking this former municipal official is some sort of libertarian. This same 
politician who thinks it all right to shoot craps and pull the slots served on the same city council that 
enacted a measure outlawing the unauthorized removal of trees from private property in his fair city. 

From the comparison of these two policy examples, those supporting these same positions cannot hide 
behind the cop-out that it's not the place of the government to ascribe public morality. What these 
hypocrites have an aversion to is traditional morality. 

Any action a governmental body takes is tinged with some sort of morality, including the gambling 
proposal and the tree statute. 

The morality behind legalized gambling supposes there is nothing wrong with this form of recreation 
and that it has no deleterious effects upon society. This is argued despite the historic evidence and the 
influence of organized crime even when these activities are legalized. Just ask Bugsy Segal. 

The green ethic behind the tree law presupposes the infallibility of the state to the point where it usurps 
the power of the sovereign property owner because he is nothing but a clod — but apparently not 
buffoonish enough to be exempt from taxation. 

Taken together, these two examples reveal the confusion found at the heart of modern politics. It's quite 
all right placing public bets on the Super Bowl; just don't get caught wagering in which direction the 
felled tree will tumble. 

As America moves further from its cultural moorings steeped in traditional religion and commonsense 
natural law theory, these contradictions impervious to sound reason will continue to multiply. 

If public officials are so enamored with the notion of legalized gambling, maybe they'd like to condone 
or comment on the Roman soldiers who cast lots for the torn robe of the Lord Jesus Christ. But then it 
does seem the Gospels failed to record the revenue potential of that particular indignity. 

Chopping at the Roots of Liberty 

In the 1770's, Jefferson and Franklin took pens in hand to stave off British tyranny. If that had happened 
today, a number of environmentalists would' ve probably opposed the drafting of the Declaration of 
Independence. 

These kinds of disputes often center around what constitutes an unjust law and what should be done 
should an unjust one ever be enacted. 

Some claim a just law is any meeting majority approval. They contend such laws must be obeyed 
without question. Would these good liberals now care to refute Dr. King, not to mention even greater 



theological and philosophical heavyweights such as Christ or Aquinas on the proper role of civil 
disobedience? 

More frightening is the assertion that the politically correct position is so correct that all dissent to it 
should be rigorously suppressed. 

For the edification of the environmentally oppressive, the statement "Strike a blow for freedom, cut 
down a tree" does not quite fall under "The Clear and Present Danger" provisions used to curb freedom 
of speech. But should I be prosecuted, Ice Tea had better be in the cell adjacent to my own. Readers 
may recall him as the rapper balladizing the glory of slaying law enforcement officers. 

If these environmentalists are so enamored with the notion of statutory compliance, I hope they will all 
join me in condemning the real acts of violence perpetrated by groups such as Greenpeace, Earth First! 
and the Environmental Liberation Front. 

Today they tell you not to cut down your trees. If this particular movement has its way, you'd better be 
smiling when given the order. 

Termites in the Tree of Liberty 

In a controversial decision, the Supreme Court ruled that property owners are forbidden from destroying 
endangered species habitat even if it is privately held. This brand of logic also applies in Hyattsville, 
Maryland, where the pliant citizens are forced to cower before the altar of government before evicting 
the woody tenets from their own yards. 

The reasoning behind these kinds of decisions bases itself on the notion that communal responsibilities 
transcend individual preferences. Yet if the rights of the individual must be limited as modern liberals 
like to point out, similar kinds of limits must be imposed upon the commands issued by the community 
as well. 

A good place to set up these boundaries is in regards to landscaping proclivities that clash with those of 
one's neighbors regarding non-health or other non-catastrophic differences. For example, unlike 
unkempt grass, removed trees do not attract slimy repulsive reptiles or Mickey's out of work relatives. 

Often those trumpeting vegetation regulations couch their arguments in terms of property values and the 
democratic process. I am sure, however, that ACLU busybodies will tell them that these are not the end 
all in the realm of constitutional guarantees. 

If this chain of reason held up under closer scrutiny, then there is nothing wrong with racial 
discrimination or slavery for that matter. Enfranchised Whites of yore no doubt feared that minorities in 
the neighborhood would impact resale values. 

Environmental chicanery does not confine itself to a single municipality. It now infests administration at 
all levels. Hyattsville, Maryland residents have no doubt noticed on their tax bills that they pay money 
to city rubbish removal as well as to the Prince George's County's Solid Waste Service Charge, with 
$40.00 of it going to cover local recycling efforts. 

Residents should remember back a few years when we were hoodwinked into believing that recycling 
would pay for itself and reduce our taxes. Instead these programs have become another knot in the 
taxman's tightening noose. 

As the environmental movement strives to reach the fanatical crescendo of a Nuremberg party rally, the 



discerning must endeavor to separate legitimate ecological concerns from power plays designed to 
inhibit the exercise of freedom and instead fill the trough of bureaucracy. 

Stifling the Roots of Dissent 

Upon entering the debate as one of the few dissenters willing to speak out against the Hyattsville tree 
ordinance detailed in the previous pages, I quickly learned from the criticisms leveled by my opponents 
that the issue is not so much about trees. Rather it is about control. 

According to responses published in the local media, I as a dissenting voice have no right to counter the 
policies enacted by town environmentalists or advocate courses of action contradictory to established 
law but still within the bounds of ethical behavior. 

One such environmentalist became a fair target in the civic dialog when she used the open-comment 
segment of the city council meeting to belittle commentaries I had published, arguing that my comments 
bordered on the criminal and had no business being disseminated by an unfettered press. If the 
environmentalists cannot take the heat, maybe they ought to stay home and compare spotted owl recipes. 

The attacks by environmentalists on basic constitutional freedoms should make every American cringe 
in terror. 

In our country, in case tree advocates aren't familiar with its customs, when an individual is dissatisfied 
with the actions of government, it is their right as well as their obligation to use the appropriate public 
venues to enunciate the substance of their views. This notion also applies when the ideas are unpopular, 
as liberals like to remind us in their disapproval of the McCarthy Hearings. 

Equally puzzling is this new ecological adoration of the law. Rather it should be suggested that what the 
Greens support is the rigorous imposition of the laws for which they lobbied. 

The American who gets his impression of environmentalism from National Geographic specials and 
Captain Planet reruns needs to be told that these same individuals wanting to press charges for someone 
asserting their God-given rights over their own property also cavort with allies who have conducted 
terrorist raids on scientific research facilities and endangered innocent lives through the practice of tree 
spiking. 

As a conservative, though I disagree with the law, at this time I will not break it so long as it does not 
cause a danger to myself or my property because, incorrect as that law may be, law in its totality is a 
societal foundation that can only be ignored with considerable caution or anarchy will result. 
Environmental fanatics need not stay up nights hyperventilating that I might awaken with a hankering to 
play Paul Bunyan. 

It's a shame those cherishing moss over man refuse to act as nobly. 

Liberty's Withering Leaves 

Most Americans work and sacrifice their entire lives so that they might be able to purchase for 
themselves a tiny sliver of this land to call their own and mold it in their image. However, that 
aspiration is quickly becoming nothing but a distant memory as governments continue to assume 
prerogatives once belonging to the property owner. 

Many of these activities center around environmental matters because — as with such sensitive issues as 
racial preferences, sexual harassment, and child abuse — opposition and traditional liberties can be 



neutralized quickly by casting those raising questions regarding these issues as the enemies of 
"progressive" and "enlightened" policies. After all, who in their right mind favors dirty water? 

For example, the City of Hyattsville, Maryland enacted a regulation that residents must get government 
permission to remove trees from their own property Never mind the fact that the homeowner holds title 
to the property and is the one paying the taxes, not the city. 

Yet in an age of environmental radicalism, readers might be surprised to learn trees are not always the 
symbols of worship and adoration that eco-theology usually makes them out to be. Rather that honor is 
reserved for brute power alone. 

For while the Hyattsville, Maryland tree board dictates that homeowners cannot remove their own trees 
and landscape the yards they've scrimped their entire lives to afford, that governing body's counterpart 
in Oriental, North Carolina decreed that a homeowner there must remove his beloved trees, according to 
the Pamlico News. The reason: the Federal Emergency Management Administration says these woody 
ogres are a hazard due to previous hurricane damage. 

Some conspiracy theorists have hypothesized that FEMA will be used to usher the United States into the 
globalist tyranny of the New World Order. Whether this theory is true or not is not the issue. What is is 
how these agencies invoke public safety and welfare as an excuse to undermine individual liberty. 

These agencies — both the local tree boards and the federal officials — have clearly overstepped the 
appropriate bounds of their legitimate authority. FEMA ought to stick to dispensing hot meals and warm 
blankets instead of dishing out heavy-handed proclamations undermining esteemed constitutional 
principles. 

If FEMA is so worried about future disasters that they feel justified in micromanaging the lives of U.S. 
citizens, what's to stop this agency from enacting a regulation that all Americans must confine 
themselves indoors since studies indicate most accidents occur outside the home? Somewhere along the 
line, their power needs to be curtailed. 

The environmental intelligentsia are pursuing a multi-pronged strategy leaving no level of society or 
government untouched by their influence. These plans extend from the local and national arenas all the 
way through the highest levels of international politics. Regardless of what sector of government, these 
policies have very little to do with the preservation of natural resources, but are rather bent on the 
extinction of our sacred liberties. 

Flushing Prosperity Down The Drain 

The acolytes of tolerance regularly charge that the policies advocated by contemporary Conservatism are 
designed to oppress minorities and hinder the development of less-advanced societies. But whereas true 
Conservatives endeavor to maximize the potential for individual achievement within the framework of a 
universal set of values, the assorted manifestations of the Left possess no goal other than the total 
regimentation of both society and the life of the individual. 

The United Nation's Earth Summit convened in South Africa to discuss matters of sustainable 
development and environmental policy. Those supporting the meeting, though they would not admit it, 
were as racist as a Klan rally and as inimical to human liberty as the Soviet Communist Party. 

Critics would no doubt dismiss this characterization as overwrought hyperbole. A closer examination of 
the assumptions embraced by those standing in support of Earth Summitry might make my initial 
assertion look like an understatement. 



Most Americans realize that modern utilities such as electric lights and indoor plumbing have been 
indispensable blessings in objectively raising the standard of living for all who partake of them by 
increasing sanitary conditions and for decreasing the need for excessively arduous labor. The American 
people are possessed of such beneficent character that they would not mind seeing these technologies 
spread throughout the backwards parts of the earth. In fact, such development serves as the impetus for 
much secular and religious relief work. 

However, a growing number of environmentalists think those living in these undesirable parts of the 
world ought to be denied these vital necessities. The reason: these devices are not only "ecologically 
questionable" but also "culturally disruptive". In other words, people living in such regions don't 
deserve to have them. 

This is because, as Gar Smith of the Earth Island Institute told CNSNews.com, since the introduction of 
electricity African villagers have spent too much time watching television and listening to the radio in 
neglect of more traditional activities such as playing musical instruments. Shaka and Moombassoo must 
not be banging their bongos anymore before having missionary stew like they use to. 

Like all good communitarians, the environmentalists like nothing better than digging into their 
neighbor's business. That is why steps must be taken to curb all individualist activities, be it watching 
TV in your mud hut in Africa or by mandating that houses be built with front porches instead of back 
decks in the United States. 

Another activist was as vociferous in her lament of the flush toilet, the preferred method of waste 
disposal presumably being to dump the goods in the middle of the street. These fonts of scientific 
learning then sit back and wonder in amazement where all the flies come from that the natives refuse to 
swat away from their children for fear of striking great-grandma come back to life. 

Hypertolerant multiculturalists will no doubt cringe at my characterization of Third World conditions. 
But isn't their position taking it upon themselves to decide what's in the best interest of these societies in 
terms of technological innovation regardless of what these people might want for themselves an even 
more offensive stance for those who have elevated the relativity of all cultures to the level of religious 
dogma? 

A fundamental characteristic of socialism is that, in its attempts to spread equality, misery is the only 
thing that it spreads equally. The same is true of its derivative manifestations feigning concern for all 
things green and growing. 

Most of those living in the U.S. won't get worked up about denying Africans light bulbs and indoor 
plumbing. After all, those dwelling on the Dark Continent have been living like crud all along. 
Hopefully though American's won't be as lackadaisical when they learn of what's planned for their 
liberties, leisures, and livelihoods as well. 

Gar Smith of the Earth Island Institute rhetorically asked in his CNSNews.com interview, "The real 
question is what personal conveniences ... are you willing to give up in order to stop destroying the 
planet?" Frankly, none whatsoever, especially in light of the extravagant opulence reveled in by 
delegates to this globalist confab. 

Borrowing a page from their Soviet role models, these collectivists planned out futures of enforced 
deprivation while they themselves feasted on 5,000 oysters, 1,000 pounds of lobster, 80,000 bottles of 
mineral water, and copious amounts of caviar. All of this was paid for of course by the subjects of the 
respective nations admonished to subsist on the hunter/gather lifestyle of our supposed cave-dwelling 
ancestors. 



According to the Sun of Great Britain, hundreds of trees were decimated around the conference center so 
limousines could arrive in style. Yet we are supposed to rely on public transportation, and in Hyattsville, 
Maryland, residents are forbidden from felling their own trees without first obsequiously prostrating 
themselves before town officials. Al Gore complains about the propensity of Americans to consume an 
undue amount of the world's resources but can no longer fit into his own wedding ring. 

Often Conservatism is berated as an ideology for attempting to ground its ideals in how the world really 
works rather than how thinkers postulate it should be. But in embracing such sobering realism, at least it 
does not offer that which cannot be given or deny that which it has no right to take as is the nature of all 
things to the Left. 

Bicycling Not the Answer for Better Environment 

The anti-automobile crowd was at it again, this time before a meeting of the Hyattsville Traffic 
Committee. But instead of promoting such blatantly anti-automobile measures such as emissions testing 
or Al Gore's amazing motorized golf-carts, the electric car, this time the effort wore sunshine and 
moonbeams by promoting bicycling as a way to foster environmental responsibility and promote 
community awareness. 

An outsider from nearby College Park told the committee that this neighboring municipality was not 
fond of any traffic not their own and gave the committee an ecology lesson on the detriments of 
hydrocarbon-propelled transportation. 

This is a common tactic among certain environmentalists. While the likes of actor Leonardo Decapria 
and Al Gore lecture us common folk on why we must give up our petroleum-enhanced lifestyles in order 
to live like jungle-savages, elites like themselves continue to ride around in gas-guzzling, armor-plated 
limousines making unnecessary campaign appearances or appearing in superfluous motion pictures. 

Braggarts of the bike brigade claim that bicycling will create a more positive community atmosphere. 
But a nice community bicycling does not make. 

For instance, Americans are no doubt familiar with footage from Red China where thousands are 
pictured pedaling along living under totalitarian rule. Hardly a positive community environment. 

And a bit closer to home, on my own street one teenage ne'er-do-well who took the bike coalition's 
vehicular propaganda to heart regularly flipped his middle finger — that universal symbol of highway 
sign language — at anyone daring to enjoy their own yard. 

One was almost prone to give this miscreant a piece of one's own mind, but prudence dictated otherwise 
as a run in with this whelp's behavioral kinsmen on the other side of town only revealed that area 
constables cared more about crafting the apologetics of delinquency than about protecting upright 
citizens. 

Bicycles won't cure adolescent rebellion. If anything, decent parents ought to confiscate these 
mechanisms of independence and instead replace them with an old fashioned spanking. 

Americans do have duties to the environment and their communities. It just so happens we have a 
higher calling still to preserve our liberties. 

Those Deliberately Playing In Traffic Should Get Run Over 

Commonsense teaches that, if one deliberately with aforethought puts oneself into oncoming traffic, one 



is going to get run over. As such, that is what you deserve. 

To some, such a sentiment brings to mind elderly grandmothers crossing the street and young children 
absentmindedly chasing after an errant ball. However, that is not what I am referring to. 

Those I am referring to are protesters and self-appointed revolutionaries thinking that they are so 
important and much more better than you that they somehow have the right to literally bring your life to 
a screeching halt to compel you to listen to their juvenile tantrums by impeding the flow of oncoming 
traffic. 

Two incidents in recent months hint that this tactic may become more prevalent in the future as leftists 
ratchet up their propensity towards mayhem and violence in an attempt to intimidate the American 
people into acquiescing to their socialistic demands. 

In the first incident, students at American University laid down in front of the limousine of presidential 
advisor Karl Rove in protest of him speaking at the campus chapter of the Young Republicans. Had the 
driver decided to role over these delinquents, he should have been given a medal. 

Rove's status as either a political genius or a crooked scumbag is not the issue here. Given that the leftist 
bilge probably pretty much owns the rest of the campus anyway, shouldn't these students in the Young 
Republican Club, who probably rank among the best mannered and dressed at the school in comparison 
to the slovenly hippies wallowing all over the blacktop, been able to invite whomever they wanted to to 
address their association without incident? 

Seems these vassals of political correctness represent the greater threat to freedom of thought. 

One hopes those opposed to cracking the heads of those that get out of line and infringe upon the rights 
and mobility of the non-particpants of such demonstration will be as vocal when those going beyond the 
bounds of propriety resort to violence in the attempt to appropriate for themselves sole use of 
accommodations to which such they at best deserve secondary usage. 

In San Francisco, the movement known as Critical Mass regularly commandeers the roadways in order 
to flout in the face of motorists how morally superior cyclists are to those preferring modes of 
transportation propelled by the internal combustion engine. Most have no doubt been conditioned by 
leftist institutions such as academia and the mainstream media to think of such activists as peace loving 
and harmless. 

However, according to an April 4, 2007 story titled "Minivan's Rude Introduction To Critical Smash", 
one family won't feel so lighthearted and magnanimous if the subject of Critical Mass comes up in the 
course of a conversation. For as the Ferrando family was coming to town to celebrate the birthday of one 
of its members, their minivan inadvertently rolled into the midst of a Critical Mass ride. 

As such beatniks are wont to do, instead of adhering to the message of docility and accommodation they 
seek to impose the remainder of us, like the jungle heathen they admire as a culture superior to our own, 
these radical bicyclists descended in attack formation on the hapless family. In a display of tolerance and 
understanding no doubt, riders surrounded the minivan and began pummeling the vehicle with fists. 

According to the report, one rider even hefted his bike through the air and smashed the rear window of 
the van even through there were children inside. Yet in a bastion of sodomy such as San Francisco where 
natural family and affections are so despised such a domestic arrangement is more likely to make one a 
target of such violence rather than protected from it. After having been set upon by such savages, some 
in the mob wanted the family in the minivan arrested rather than the perpetrators. 



Had things gone as they should have as soon as the unfortunate incident unfolded, the driver should have 
floored the accelerator and taken out as many as necessary that were impeding the family's path to 
safety Frankly, it would make a good scene for next season's 24 if Jack Bauer could hop out of a van in 
a similar situation and put down these fanatical pedal pushers like they ought to be when they so 
blatantly get out of line. 

Those conditioned to bow at the filthy feet of the environmentalists will drone on about the need for 
motorized vehicles to share the road with bicycles. However, since these protesters do not follow proper 
procedures by failing to file a permit to demonstrate, they have no right to block the flow of traffic. 

As the inherently slower and less powerful vehicles, by default the bicyclists should be compelled to 
move to the side of the road. This human debris is usually the type to drone on incessantly about the 
impropriety of blocking access to abortion clinics. Then why are city officials doing next to nothing to 
stop the infringement of a human right more fundamental than shiskabobbing the unborn, namely 
unimpeded travel? 

Those deluded by Critical Mass will probably liken these riders to the Tienanmen Square protesters in 
1989 standing down the barrel of a Red Chinese tank. However, things are not quite at the point yet in 
this country where those wanting to bring about social change cannot avail themselves of other means of 
getting their message across. The thing of it is, what they have to say probably isn't worth considering all 
that much in the first place. 

Doesn't It Just Bug You?: The Buzz on Pest Control Policy 

It seems environmentalists have devised a new strategy to simplify their war against man and 
civilization. Why regulate and litigate the human race into oblivion when you can enlist your creaturely 
allies to do most of the dirty work for you? 

It has been hypothesized that excessive regulation of aquaculture activities could have contributed to the 
recent spate of ghastly shark attacks. Some such as former Earth First! troublemaker Dave Foreman 
would inadvertently wreak similar carnage on the mainland through the reintroduction of top-level 
predators such as mountain lions, grizzlies and wolves to their former ranges. However, most 
Americans now find their lives threatened by a creature not as likely to make racy headline copy or 
capture the imagination but every bit just as deadly. 

Residents of the Eastern Seaboard — and the Washington, DC Metro Area it seems in particular — have 
fallen prey to an especially virulent infestation of Asian tiger mosquitoes over the past few years. These 
imported pests pose problems beyond a pricked pinkie as they potentially purvey a pernicious 
pestilence. 

Dead birds have been found in a number of states infected with nightmarish diseases arresting the 
neurological system such as West Nile Virus and Eastern Equine Encephalitis. Both are known to be 
transmitted by mosquitoes. 

Usually in the face of such threats to public safety and well-being transcending the ability of the 
individual to protect themselves, it becomes the task of government to step in and provide some kind of 
solution. But instead of stepping forward to take action in light of this pending public health crisis, 
many authorities are shifting the blame to residents and homeowners. 

Rather than embarking on a rigorous campaign to eradicate these pests through the strategic application 
of pesticides, officials issue sanctimonious press releases urging residents to dump standing water 
(perhaps the first thing they ought to do is eliminate those putrid recycling buckets they impose on 



everyone). One statement made by the Maryland Department of Agriculture to the Prince George s 
Sentinel read, "Personal protection measures such as the use of repellent, wearing long sleeved clothing, 
remaining indoors at night, and avoiding mosquito-infested areas cannot be stressed too strongly." 

This is about as insightful as advising someone to stick a plastic bag over their head to avoid oxygen. 
Because this year, at least in the proto-ghettos of the Washington Metropolitan Area where us working 
saps live, the mosquitoes seem as ubiquitous as the air itself. 

Hearing such advice, one wonders just exactly when the government will allow us to enjoy the outdoors 
since we are now being quarantined inside our homes to avoid being bitten and are also expected to 
remain there regarding the midday sun as part of our patriotic duty to avoid skin cancer. It would seem 
an aspiring autocracy wouldn't have to issue restrictive measures such as curfews or travel limitations to 
obtain the power such a regime craved. All it would have to do is manipulate man's innate concern for 
his own well-being and by failing to address those matters clearly within the purview of its own 
legitimate authority such as the burgeoning mosquito populations. 

If the advice offered by these credentialed experts is as sound as it is scientifically accurate, we could all 
be in for a heap of trouble. 

According to the Prince George s Sentinel, mosquitoes carrying Eastern Equine Encephalitis were 
recently detected on Maryland's Eastern Shore, but not to worry since this disease is rare in humans. 
Try telling that to high school baseball coach Mike Payne of Levy County, Florida who was sent to 
intensive care because of Equine Encephalitis thanks to a mosquito bite, so reports 
WESHNewsChannel2000.com. 

In certain respects, there is more at work here than typical government incompetence or nature run 
amok. Much of the danger stems from the results of environmentalism's undue influence. 

Though not all, many municipalities and local governments have foregone spraying for these tiny 
harbingers of death out of a higher misplaced loyalty to the environment. These decisions have very 
little to do with the availability of resources or expertise. 

For example, the City of Hyattsville, Maryland has essentially decreed they're not going to spray until 
someone becomes very ill or drops dead. After all, wouldn't want to create an undue hardship for these 
darling insects.. Yet, city officials certainly have no trouble mustering the personnel needed to enforce 
the urban forest initiative that outlaws citizens from removing trees from their own yards. 

On a Baltimore, Maryland news broadcast, when asked her opinion on a fumigation proposal, an 
environmentalist responded she was opposed to all poisons. No one was asking her to bathe in a barrel 
of the stuff. 

It seems the time has come for environmentalists to decide whose side they are ultimately on — either 
that of mankind or that of the nasty bugs from which these evolutionists believe we sprang from in the 
first place. Maybe they will get their priorities straightened out when they find their own friends and 
loved one's dropping dead from these apocalyptic diseases. 

Eco-hypocrisy 

To the undiscerning, environmentalism connotes an effort by the selfless and altruistic to save the planet 
and create a better quality of life for all creatures dwelling upon it. However, closer scrutiny reveals 
these efforts are little more than a front to impose near total control upon the lives of average citizens. 



According to an editorial appearing in the Prince George s Journal, most Americans would be shocked 
to learn that, in the minds of some, our obligations to the biosphere transcend the perennial dilemma 
between paper or plastic. Some green radicals contend these responsibilities ought to impact and 
reshape every facet of existence. 

The Journal editorial lists a number of these suggestions available at a website called checklists.com. 
Among these include picking up other people's litter, living in smaller houses, or renting rooms out to 
others if you own a larger home, using public transportation, and not going out as often. 

In other words, the only way to save the environment is through the diminution of personal freedom and 
one's sense of individuality. Each of the suggestions above requires that we relinquish control over our 
own lives to various communal authorities. 

For example, relying on mass transportation means having less control over when one goes out and 
where one goes. Living in more compact residential arrangements means neighbors will be able to get 
into your business to a greater degree, especially when they share housing with you. 

A common tenet regarding public policy contends that today's voluntary guideline will eventually 
become tomorrow's mandatory regulation. In the future, citizens will probably be compelled to dwell in 
collective housing units, no doubt being encouraged to report to the authorities any 
"counterrevolutionary" attitudes found among their housemates longing for the individualism of the 
good ole days. 

Employees at one local university will soon be subject to seeing this kind of process first hand. A memo 
was distributed detailing a transportation survey conducted by the University's Department of 
Environmental Safety to determine how many employees on campus use alternative modes of 
transportation and why some insist on committing eco-atrocities by driving to work alone. 

Frankly, it's nobody's business how someone gets to work, whether one rides in on a mule cart or hovers 
in by jetpack. Most employees aren't provided a palatial mansion on campus like that enjoyed by the 
school's President. 

The memo reads, "Your responses will be integral to developing incentives and improving transportation 
services to the campus." In other words, this is no mere exercise at information collection. 

This information will be used to impact the lives of university employees, no doubt punishing those who 
continue to pursue their lives apart from the collective. Students at the University's School of 
Architecture have already drawn up plans to redesign the campus into an "auto-free" school zone. 

Maybe the university president has a few rooms he can spare in that mansion the school provides him. 
Since us dumb regular folk are supposed to surrender living space, shouldn't the same sacrifice be made 
of those deemed to be society's leaders? 

Often government officials couch these kinds of issues not even related to the missions of their assorted 
agencies in terms henceforward causing them to fall within their respective jurisdictions. 

For example, in Picture Maryland (Where Do We Go From Here?): A Citizen s Guide to Shaping the 
Future of Maryland, published by the State Department of Natural Resources with funds from the 
federal Environmental Protection Agency, the ubiquitous environmental boogeyman urban sprawl has 
been cast as a public health threat since it is blamed for increased reliance upon automobiles. This 
tendency supposedly leads to the epidemics of obesity and cardiovascular disease and social pathologies 
such as traffic accidents and sedentary lifestyles. 



If the response to the hoof and mouth crisis sweeping Europe is to serve as any indication, governments 
are exceedingly quick to use these kinds of challenges as an excuse to rein in their populations through 
excessive control. Maryland has already canceled an upcoming 4-H rally out of fear of this pestilence. 
For the geographically challenged, it should be remembered that Maryland isn't even in Europe. 

In the future, Americans could find themselves forced out of their homes into the tight confines of eco- 
hamlets with their neighbors on grounds as preposterous as a spate of consecutive bad air days or a 
region's consumption of too many fossil fuels. 

To combat urban sprawl, the State of Maryland suggests that residents be initially motivated through a 
series of carrot and stick incentives such as tax credits to find places of residence in the communities in 
which they work. 

Yet before being kicked out by his old lady over a rumored affair with a staff member, Maryland 
Governor Paris Glendenning maintained a residence in the Maryland suburb of University Park while 
the state's seat of government is nearly 20 miles away in Annapolis. And the miles wracked up in such a 
commute violating one of the Governor's most cherished principles of public planning pale in 
comparison to those wasted ferrying him to pointless public appearances. 

The Journal editorial concludes, "If you've got to mess with all these little things, the least the federal 
government, oil companies, and so forth can do is to stop running those commercials with the uplifting 
music and start following checklists of their own." 

Once politicians and other public personalities are compelled to comply with the same standards they 
seek to impose upon the average citizen, Americans will miraculously discover that the environment is 
not quite as bad as originally estimated. 

Sprawl Control Infringes Upon Property Rights 

In speeches delivered at the National Arboretum, President Clinton and Vice President Gore announced 
a number of proposals to combat the phenomena of "urban sprawl". However, from an article published 
in the Washington Post it seems efforts designed to combat urban sprawl are more about reengineering 
the American way of life than about preserving natural resources. 

When mentioned in the course of contemporary debate, urban sprawl brings to mind images of polluting 
factories and denuded forests. But in reality it is an attack on the essential American characteristics of 
individualism and self-reliance. 

Elaborated on in the Post article by a University of Maryland Professor of Architecture was a clearer 
definition of what environmental propagandists and policymakers really mean by the term, as the 
professor enunciated the crimes of which contemporary suburban development is charged. 

According to this professor, suburban development is fraught with a number of shortcomings. For 
starters, suburban development is characterized by physically autonomous, low-density, detached single- 
family dwellings. In other words, people aren't crammed-up enough for the good professor's tastes. 

However, this is not all. Suburban development also results in commercial growth, reliance upon the 
automobile, and undermines the sense of community. 

The professor goes on to conclude that this trend can be countered through a process of education, 
market manipulation, and increased environmental regulation. In other words, the government should 
interfere with processes operating at the deepest levels of the human soul that it can barely comprehend, 



let alone control. 

While the professor considers a suburban existence an Utopian ideal that must be abolished, suburban 
life is perhaps the greatest guarantor of liberty's existence since the origins of religious belief and the 
invention of the firearm. 

By concentrating one's energies on the needs of one's own family and property, one finds one does not 
possess the time needed to meddle in the affairs of one's neighbors. After all, idle hands are the devil's 
workshop. 

Yet suburban development allows for a high degree of social symbiosis. The assorted businesses 
popping up around residential developments meet the needs of those residing in the community. Each 
side of the equation benefits the other in a beautiful display of self-interest. The businesses provide 
essential goods and services and this robust consumer base fuels the machinery of economic progress. 

Furthermore, home ownership is one of the surest ways of ensuring environmental stewardship. After 
all, why should I care for something that is not mine? 

There is little preventing me from turning a meadow into a garbage dump. However, if I am invested in 
a piece of land or property, I will protect and care for it since its fate is intrinsically linked to my own. 
Put my house in the middle of that same meadow and I will keep the meadow neat if I am a rational 
individual. 

Concern regarding urban sprawl is merely the latest Commuitarian attempt to take over the lives of the 
American people. A concentrated population is a more easily controlled population. After all, it would 
be easier to send armed troops to cordon off a sector of highly developed skyscrapers than to establish a 
perimeter around a dispersed greater metropolitan area. 

As usual, these controls will not apply to governing elites. As Rush Limbaugh has noted, Al Gore once 
traveled in a climate-controlled limousine to an environmental conference where he lectured the 
assembled dignitaries as to the evils of air-conditioning. And when the day comes when average 
Americans will be forced to live in multifamily, communal military- style barracks, you can bet those 
imposing these plans will continue to enjoy a spacious and comfortable lifestyle behind their own gated 
communities. 

Take for example Maryland's Parris Glendening who announced his own plans to combat urban sprawl. 
The good governor, at least until his wife kicked him out of the house, lived in the quaint Washington, 
DC suburb of University Park where residents voted to close off the main artery through town to 
vehicular traffic, effectively cordoning off their own little corner of paradise from the remainder of 
Metropolitan Area chaos. No dingy Baltimore row house or public transportation for this politician 
thinking he can plan for your life better than you can. 

America's natural treasures should be protected. That's why the nation has parks, nature preserves, and 
wildlife refuges. 

This column was not written so much in defense of corporate development as in defense of the average 
American who is often played as a pawn back and forth between government and business. After all, 
multinational corporations will pretty much be allowed to do as they please as these organizations often 
pull the same strings and sing from the same songbook as the globalists implementing this agenda in 
government. 

Rather, I am writing against the attitude viewing the average American as a threat to the very creation 



itself. Already there is talk of closing many national parks in order to protect them against what some 
environmentalists consider the cancer of common humanity. 

One might say development is the price Washingtonians pay for living in one of the most prosperous 
regions of the country. As such, it is highly unlikely that development will consume the entire continent 
as some communitarians and environmentalists have lamented. 

This dynamic will be promoted and contained by market forces. If too many strip malls and plazas are 
built, these ventures will fail. The infrastructure there to nourish and assist the more profitable 
endeavors to arise in their wake. 

By allowing each citizen to possess his own little piece of the country within his affordability, we ensure 
that America will be a better and stronger place where both natural beauty and commercial enterprise 
abound for all the world to admire. 

Don't Blame Christians for Earth's Environmental Woes 

It seems in the pages of the liberal press that, whenever a disagreement arises between Evangelical 
Christianity and a competing worldview, it is usually Christianity that is portrayed as being in error. A 
story put out by the Scripps Howard News Service in April 2000 regarding the relationship between 
Evangelicalism and environmentalism cast Christianity in such a negative light. 

From the tone of the article, one would conclude that conservative Christianity bears the sole blame for 
the alleged environmental degradation plaguing the world today and that a synthesis between this 
religion and a more ecological perspective has been delayed as a result of fanatical rhetoric. 

The article went so far as to argue that the Bible bears the guilt for the problem of pollution because of 
Scriptural directives about man exercising dominion and because of the Good Book's warning that 
someday that the current order will come to a screeching halt. The journalist writing the piece 
apparently thought God needed an editor to convey His thoughts to humanity or at least should have run 
them by a focus group. 

It may come as a surprise, but the multinational corporations accused of plundering the world's 
resources are hardly bastions of Biblical literalism. Many, in fact, infringe upon the First Amendment 
liberties of their employees by requiring multicultural diversity training and by censoring speech 
religious in nature. 

The reason why a number of Christian leaders have denounced certain aspects of the environmental 
movement as a front for pagans and other dangerous ideologies is because a number falling within 
environmental ranks stand guilty as charged. 

Evangelicals have not made these allegations without good cause. The environmentalist idea of the earth 
and its inhabitants as a single interconnected organism, coupled with the New Age notion of the 
environment as an entity possessing its own unique form of consciousness, bears a striking similarity to 
pantheism. Pantheism is the idea that the world and everything in it taken as a totality serves as the 
cosmic power most of us refer to as God. 

Some such as Dr. David Mahan of the Au Sable Institute, a Christian environmental study center, who 
was quoted in the newswire story, assures us that everything will work out between Evangelicals and 
environmentalists so long as we set aside matters of "politics" or rather how these matters are addressed 
on a practical level. 



But from faulty assumptions stem rather disturbing policies. Ethicist and animal rights advocate Peter 
Singer has stated that primates such as gorillas and orangutans deserve more rights and protections than 
unborn, just-born, and malformed infants. This ilk claims human beings are little better than the bugs 
we swat away buzzing around our ears (a jailable offense if one of these whacked pests happens to be an 
endangered species). 

Such ideas do not confine themselves to rambling academic journals read only by college professors 
who haven't seen a hairbrush since receiving their Ph.D's. Eventually such ideas come to shape the way 
in which we live. 

For example, a number of municipalities have announced they will not spray for mosquitoes unless there 
is a documented health crisis. In other words, we're not going to inconvenience these darling creatures 
until a few worthless humans drop dead. 

Other philosophical formulations employed by the environmental racket impact the way in which we are 
forced to relate to our own property. Readers will recall earlier in this opus Hyattsville, Maryland's 
own Urban Forest Program forbidding under penalty of law the removal of trees from the property 
residents themselves own and pay taxes on. 

Intrusive government control will do little to alter perceptions and use of environmental resources. If 
anything, such an ideology only promotes increased ecological degradation. 

Mikhail Gorbachev, having never once repented of Communism, now trots around the globe as an 
environmental crusader despite the fact that his former empire behind the Iron Curtain stands as one of 
the filthiest and most polluted regions on the planet. This was largely the result of socialism's denial of 
fundamental aspects of human nature. Foremost among these characteristics being the need for private 
property. 

In order to take the best possible care of something, it must be mine. If I am not the one to determine 
the ultimate fate of the tree in my yard, frankly, I don't care if the entire thing is eaten through with 
termites so longs as its wooden carcass doesn't come careening into my living room or onto the head of 
a loved one. 

The Bible does indeed counsel an attitude of respect regarding the wonders of nature. Christians 
undermining the importance of the physical creation have more in common with the Gnosticism and 
Neo-Platonic thought rampant during the early centuries of the Church Age than actual Biblical 
revelation. 

If anything, it is the pervasive secularism of the modern era that has done the most in undermining the 
balance between the physical and the spiritual — a shortcoming as much found among 
environmentalists as those who would manipulate creation beyond what it was intended solely for the 
sake of their own benefit. 

Elites Endanger Humanity's Position Atop The Food Chain 

For years, animal rights propagandists such as Steve Irwin and Jeff Corwin have duped the American 
people into believing we have nothing to fear from allowing megafauna to trundle unimpeded across the 
face of the continent. 

On these propaganda pieces disguised as informative educational programming, we are told that 
alligators and black bears wouldn't harm a hair on a human head. 



However, three deaths at the mouths of ravenous reptiles and the report of a child being mauled to death 
by a black bear makes you stop and wonder if the wrong people weren't eaten for the sake of the gene 
pool. 

The next time citizens hear of pleas by environmentalists to reintroduce extinct species, they would do 
well to think back to the tragedy befalling these individuals and their families. 

And this will likely become a more prominent issue in the years ahead. With the advent of sciences on 
par with something out of Jurassic Park, we are talking about more than a stray pack of wolves here and 
there. 

According to one Reuters news story published in August 2005, suggestions are being made to 
reintroduce elephants and large cats such as lions and cheetahs to the North American continent. It is 
claimed such creatures roamed the countryside over 10,0000 years ago so they should be allowed to do 
so again today. 

Couple this with the desire to conjure mammoths and saber tooth tigers from hypergenetic witchcraft, 
and we could have a real nightmare on our hands. 

Those worshiping the creation rather than the creator will argue that, in all these instances sounding like 
episodes of the Fox Network's "When Animals Attack", the human victims were at fault for intruding on 
the territory of the predator in question, and since naturalistic evolution teaches we are no better than the 
animals, these victims got what they deserved. 

But frankly, where are humans suppose to live ?And if we are to be denied firearms if the gun control 
lobby has its way, how will we be allowed to defend ourselves? 

By unleashing wild animals in the areas beyond designated human sanctuaries (a nice euphemism for 
relocation compounds), the government will not have to round people up or even offer them much of a 
payment for their property. The unprotected will be scratching at the door to get on the inside. 

Already it is pretty much against the law to protect your loved ones and property from these creatures to 
which the elites have abdicated humanity's rightful place at the top of the food chain. 

In East Manatee, Florida, a retired lady marine was cited for hunting without a license for shooting an 
alligator when the ravenous reptile lunged through her doggie door on her patio in an attempt to make a 
quick snack of her golden retriever. 

Those promoting evolution and other heresies about nature claim they advocate an equality of species. 

However, unless they plan to bring up the trespassing gator on charges as well, what is really being 
implemented is a systematized human inferiority where we will not only be denied the right to live 
where we want but also the right to protect ourselves as well. 

Had the gator lunged at the presidential pooch, the Secret Service detail would no doubt made quick 
work of the scaly assassin. If we are to maintain the perception that in the American system that there 
are no aristocrats or nobility, on what grounds can we deny the average citizen the same right to protect 
life and property? 

In the NBC drama "Surface", the giant monsters prowling the depths of the sea turned out not to be 
creatures from outer space but rather produced in a laboratory, it was alluded to as the season drew 
towards its conclusion, for the purposes of a systematic campaign of depopulation where the elites 



would eventually emerge from their undersea bunker to reclaim a new Eden. 

If people do not awaken soon, they might very well find their property, their freedom, and even their 
very children on the menu of the inaugural feast of the New World Order. 

Evolution Debate Raises Other Issues 

Throughout the course of the modern era, Western intellectual history has been split by the ongoing 
debate between evolution and creation. There is more at stake here, though, than determining whether 
man suddenly appeared as a unique phenomena or developed over eons of time from other forms of life. 

Rather, this discussion bears directly on issues involving ethics and social organization. Such concerns 
were addressed from an evolutionary perspective by proponents of scientism prematurely heralding 
Pope John Paul's synthesis of the Genesis account with Darwinian theories as a revolutionary 
development. 

The Pope's conclusions were nothing new. Wishy-washy Christians craving the favor of the scientific 
establishment have been promulgating these kinds of theories for decades. 

Evolutionists extol the virtues of a world governed by the chaos and chance of natural selection. Yet 
they turn around and call for respect and tolerance, which have no place in the natural world as anyone 
watching the Discovery Channel can attest to. 

Evolutionists further attempt to buffer their arguments by appealing to our unique humanness and as 
man made in the image of man. What a frightening prospect. 

Man is capable of whatever minute amount of good he can muster because he is made in the image of an 
infinitely good and just God. Man still reflects that goodness in an infinitesimal degree despite the 
fallen nature of the species. 

Evolution is a pernicious doctrine working its way into all segments of our society. And apparently in 
light of the Pope's announcement, even those in the church are not been immune from Satan's subtle 
seduction as evolution is nothing more than a repackaging of the same lies that got Adam and Eve tossed 
out of the Garden of Eden. 

Battle of Values Hampers Evolution vs. Creation Debate 

In the debate surrounding evolution and creation, those claiming to represent science bluntly declare that 
religion — especially Biblical Christianity — ought to remain silent regarding scientific matters. This 
blockade only runs one way since those claiming to speak for science are usually free to pontificate on 
religious matters until their lab-coated hearts are content. 

The Templeton Foundation and the Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences sponsored a 
conference where scientists were invited to discuss their spiritual beliefs — provided they loosely 
adhered to one of the three monotheistic traditions: Christianity, Judaism, and Islam. Atheists and 
Biblical literalists were not invited. 

Project Director W. Mark Richardson defended the decision by stating, "We did not give equal voice to 
those who are intolerant and derisive of religion, nor to religious fundamentalists who reject mainstream 
science." In other words, to speak about one's most deeply cherished beliefs one ought not possess too 
deeply any cherished beliefs. 



Contemporary Christian Fundamentalists and Evangelicals accept all forms of legitimate science not 
infringing upon ethical or moral matters. For example, most no doubt hold to the heliocentric model of 
the solar system and none (with the exception of the Amish) reject technological developments such as 
electricity or the internal combustion engine. While not opposing the acquisition of genetic knowledge 
to cure or prevent disease, most Evangelicals would no doubt oppose cloning a human being because of 
the moral dilemmas such an undertaking would raise. 

While claiming to speak for hard nuts-and-bolts science as solid as the space shuttle, those deemed 
"mainstream" enough to be worthy of enunciating their views in such a public forum actually harbor 
views that make Star Trek seem realistic by comparison. 

Anne Foerst, a theologian and scientist employed by the artificial intelligence team at the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, actually thinks that a humanoid robot now being designed will alter humanity's 
understanding of bodily resurrection and force society to reconsider our most basic spiritual conceptions. 
A robot is a robot is a robot. Any assertion to the contrary can only result in spiritual deception. 

Others at the Templeton conference, though claiming to possess some kind of religious faith, would be 
better off finding other ways to spend their Sunday mornings. 

Anglican priest and biochemist Arthur Peacocke argued religious texts are not immutable. They are 
subject to change in much the same sense as scientific theories are revisable in light of additional data. 
But, if God's revelation to man is not an immutable guide and set of teachings, which parts apply today 
and which do not? Is salvation and eternal life still valid; if not, what's the point in being religious at 
all? 

Most bizarre of all were the sentiments expressed by astrophysicist Joeclyn Burnell. According to 
Burnell, God is loving but did not create nor is He in control of the physical universe. This conclusion is 
drawn in light of the immense suffering plaguing humanity. 

However, the only thing not making this life unbearable beyond measure is that God is still in ultimate 
control despite the amount of evil in the world. For when all is said and done, God will have the final 
say when He is through letting humanity have its own way. 

From an elaboration of these positions, it seems that every view but a belief in the inerrant Scriptures 
and the literal Genesis account is acceptable in the hypertolerant culture of secular academia. 
Sometimes things are little better in the Evangelical community. 

Phillip Johnson, the Berkeley law professor writing a series of books exposing the Darwinian hoax, 
turns around and questions the validity of the six day creation model. Physicist Hugh Ross, who has 
won the admiration of Focus on the Family founder James Dobson on a number of occasions, has 
repackaged the theory of theistic evolution under the banner of "progressive creationism". 

Both scholars suggest God directed the process of change resulting in the world we see today over vast 
periods of time. In other words, it took God a while to get His act together. 

Creation theory in no way undermines legitimate forms of science. It must be pointed out that that 
evolution is not a legitimate form of scientific endeavor such as designing a new invention or 
discovering a cure for a disease. 

Like its creation counterpart, evolution is a theory or belief system through which facts or observations 
are filtered. Either the individual sees the data arising by chance or through the intentional design of an 
omnipotent creator. If anything, the evidence points more towards a creationist understanding. 



Many Americans no doubt watch these passionate disputes regarding the origins of the universe and the 
role science and belief play in understanding these issues and wonder what all the fuss is about. 
However, those on both sides of this debate realize that their respective positions on these issues will 
determine what kind of society we will have and what degree of dignity will be accorded each 
individual. Will the individual be seen as a piece of accidental scum to be molded by the whims of 
social engineers or as a free individual created in the image of God worthy of respect as such? 

The Evolving Dogma of Dogmatic Evolution 

It has been noted that what a culture does not write down as a part of its civic discourse can be just as 
important as what it does contribute to the record of history. Often what is not committed to paper 
constitutes those aspects of the collective conceptual framework considered to be beyond question. 

The standards promulgated by the Kansas Board of Education in 1999 removing evolution as a 
mandatory component of the science curriculum in that state sparked a considerable degree of media 
hoopla. It was feared a new Dark Age stood pending where dogma would trump reason, with 
impressionable young minds being plunged into interminable ignorance. 

As a result of the ensuing controversy, the offending standards were rescinded and replaced by yet 
another set of curricular guidelines. This time evolution was emphasized as the cornerstone of 
contemporary biology. However, the significance of this story may be found in the aspects of it 
neglected by the mainstream press. 

The May 2001 edition of Citizen Magazine, the current events and public policy journal of Focus on the 
Family, points out that the latest set of standards enshrine evolution as "beyond question and inquiry" 
and allows educators to censor and suppress evidence and analysis contradicting the established theory. 
Where is the hue and cry from the champions of enlightenment and true learning now being that what 
these canons of knowledge enshrine for veneration does not constitute true science either? 

I Timothy 6:20 says, "...keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, 
and oppositions of science falsely so called..." 

When it comes to creationism, it is often laboriously argued that this theory does not meet the rigors of 
true science since it is held as an article of faith that cannot be subjected to experimental verification or 
falsification. 

The scientific method operates by postulating a hypothesis which is then tested experimentally through 
the gathering of evidence and the investigation of claims. If evolution is to be held above such scrutiny, 
it must instead be classified as a religious doctrine if evolutionists desire to live consistently with their 
own professed principles. The works of Charles Darwin and Stephen Jay Gould, thus by this standard, 
have just as much place in the classrooms of the radically open-minded as the pages of Holy Scripture. 

The only reason proponents of evolution don't want their pet proposition poked and prodded is because, 
as Michael Behe and Phillip Johnson point out, it is a bankrupt bill of goods bereft of possible 
provability. For if evolution was the holy grail of biology some claim it to be, wouldn't it be able to 
withstand the doubting curiosity of the average high school student? 

One member of the Kansas Board of Education was quoted by the Washington Post as saying, "If the 
scientific community thinks they can sit back and say, 'Phew, we got that done,' that would be very 
presumptuous of them. Kids are not stupid. They're going to realize that what they've learned at home 
[about their origins] is not what their science teacher is trying to push on them. This issue is not going 
to go away." 



So in the end, this entire battle boils down once again to the public schools trying to control what the 
students believe irrespective of parental preferences regarding these issues of ultimate philosophical 
importance. 

The best thing parents can do is to evolve to the realization that they need to rescue their children from 
these academic fossils and place them in some kind of private scholastic setting. In such enhanced 
educational surroundings, students will learn enough of the fashionable parlance to pull the wool over 
the eyes of these pedagogical troglodytes while being taught the shortcomings of the accepted system 
and to marvel at the handiwork of such a skilled Creator. 

Ecovangelism: Is Animal Planet The Next PTL? 

A common complaint of both Creation Science and Christian television is that these epistemo logical 
modalities seek to propagate a particular viewpoint. Secular documentary programming, on the other 
hand it is argued, is neutral in regards to the presentation of the facts without the imposition of any bias 
upon them. However, viewers need to do nothing more than turn on their televisions to see this 
assertion has to rank among the greatest sitcom gags of all time. 

On Animal Planet's "King Of The Jungle", contestants culled from a number of animal care occupations 
compete for the prize of hosting their own program on this popular network. In pursuit of this goal, 
aspirants must navigate "Survivoresque" obstacles to prove how these Marlin-Perkins-wannabes will 
fair in actual wildness situations. The skills of participants are critiqued by famed wildlife 
cinematographers such as Jeff Corwin and Nigel Marvin. 

As renowned chroniclers of the natural world, one would assume those claiming to adhere to the rigors 
of science would endeavor to base their assessments on impartial criteria. But in the final analysis, these 
naturalists are as opinionated as the most rabid Fundamentalist firebrand, regularly veering from 
knowledge to ideology without a moment's hesitation. 

In response to one contestant who quipped in improvisation about how elephants often destroy their own 
habitats, Nigel intoned with an authority reminiscent of Moses descending Sinai that one was never to 
blame the animal since man is perpetually at fault for encroaching upon the natural world. One wonders 
where human beings are suppose to live. While the rest of us are suppose to subsist beneath a pile of 
leaves, it is somehow doubtful that these celebrities abide by the same hunter-gather standards their 
environmentalist ilk endeavor to impose upon the rest of us. 

Such ecological posturing extends beyond the realm of idle opinion to craft a comprehensive religious 
outlook. Marvin later spoke of how the animals ought to be "reverenced". Maybe he can prostrate 
himself before these critters and sing hymns to them, offer prayers in their honor, and petition them for 
healing when he is feeling ill (he already seems sick in the head). While certain animals can be 
respected or even admired, shouldn't the reverence these creatures evoke be directed to God alone rather 
than the animal itself? 

The problem with such warped thinking is that it eventually comes to impact not only the metaphysical 
aspects of existence but the practical realities as well. In a special where the contestants were 
introduced following the premiere episode, one participant insipidly blurted like the air-headed blond 
that she was that she did not consider herself superior to any animal. 

Funny, even the animals don't recognize this lack of hierarchy. Ever hear of the food chain? One would 
think those wanting to continue in the tradition of "Mutual of Omaha's Wild Kingdom" would have seen 
an episode or two. 



Most environmentalists lack the fortitude to live by their convictions even though they expect you to do 
as they tell you. This message is propounded so often as dogma that eventually some malnourished eco- 
knave is going to take it to heart. And unless the less-committed among the movements ranks step 
forward to refute their own irrational principles, they will have no right to mourn the eventual outcome. 

In early October 2003, two wilderness enthusiasts devoted to propagating fallacious conceptions of 
interspecies egalitarianism abruptly realized the natural world is not quite as broadminded when they 
themselves became the main course for a hungry or startled grizzly bear. Since the duo headed a 
nonprofit outfit known as "Grizzly People", it's going to be a doozie to explain this grizzly tragedy in 
the annual fund raising letter. 

But that said, if human beings really are no better than all the other animals, what then is so sad about 
the fate of these naive naturalists? One might argue from an evolutionary standpoint that this bear did 
the gene pool a big favor. 

While such an incident is unfortunate from a humanitarian standpoint, in a sense these environmentalists 
got what they deserved. These propagandists failed to use the one advantage God gave them or even 
evolution for that matter if we are compelled to go that route — namely their intelligence and common 
sense. However, the bigger problem is that these misbegotten souls aren't content ruining their own 
lives; they won't be satisfied until they have inflicted their insanity upon all the peoples of the earth. 

Usually, liberals consider savages from less sophisticated cultures as being socially superior to the 
civilized inhabitants of the West. However, when it comes to actually considering what these groups 
have learned having to endure such abysmal habitats, these self-professed prophets of tolerance and 
relativism become as condescending as a caricatured missionary when it comes to the catechism of 
radical environmentalism. For while environmental policy elites jet across the sea consuming fossil 
fuels and spewing toxins into the atmosphere to attend conferences at exotic resorts where the effete 
gorge themselves on gourmet delicacies, at these very same convocations these very snobs postulate 
why the impoverished should be denied the ostentatious luxuries of running water and flush toilets as 
chronicled at the 2002 U.N. development conference in South Africa. 

Often as the front line evangelists of the new eco-faith, the hosts of these programs blatantly chastise 
natives for daring to squash the creepy crawlies that slither into the squalid structures that pass for 
habitable dwellings in these forsaken areas. One wonders if Nigel Marvin or Jeff Corwin would feel so 
at one with nature if such creatures were hidden under their little ones' beds poised ready to strike. 
Would they be so eager to block development if one of their wives became a crocodile snack for simply 
doing the laundry? 

Wily liberals have had no problem marrying two of their favorite worries in life into the notion of 
"environmental racism" meaning that ethically precarious corporations and individuals tend to despoil 
areas inhabited by minorities. Why, then, doesn't this concept apply when the ecological vision being 
imposed prevents the underdogs liberals usually look upon as favored pets from enjoying what we take 
for granted? 

These programs serve a purpose beyond chronicling the efforts to convert the eco-heathen to the new 
envirospirituality. These propaganda films also serve the function of reinforcing the indoctrination 
underway on the policy and educational levels of American culture. Those controlling the likes of Nigel 
Marvin and his kindred among the zoologically naive not only want to keep primitives from enjoying 
advances in technology but would ultimately like to see the standard of living enjoyed by those on the 
lower to moderate levels of Western society to regress to Third World levels. 

If we are not careful, "The King Of The Jungle" will end up being more than Animal Planet's 



entertaining foray into the world of so-called reality television. A moral jungle under the rule of a 
lawless king is exactly what citizens will end up with if the American people fail to employ a 
considerable degree of discernment against this pending brave new world. 

Drama Queen Crowned King Of The Jungle 

This should come as no surprise, but Kelly from Animal Planet's "King Of The Jungle" won that show's 
prize of having one's own special on that network. My loyal readers will recall her as the ditzy blond 
mentioned in "Ecovangelism: Is Animal Planet The Next PTL?" who confirmed it really is better to 
remain silent and thought a fool than to open one's mouth and remove all doubt when she blurted to the 
effect she did not think herself superior to any animal. 

It is obvious Kelly did not win this competition based upon extensive knowledge of the animal world or 
because of her amicable personality. Rather, she was simply the best at spouting the cliched 
environmental party line. Why should intelligence or charm be allowed to get in the way of such a 
thing? 

This was evident in the final competition between Adam and Kelly. Adam's presentation concentrated 
on the biological characteristics and natural context of the tigers being interpreted. Kelly, on the other 
had, veered off topic considerably into her hackneyed spiel about the evils of development and so- 
fourth, rambling on about how children of the future have every right to experience tigers in the wild. 

One would think children living in an area where they might bump into a tiger would just be grateful no 
longer having to fear becoming cat food. 

Kelly's documentary debut was as uninspired since her program focused on the Nile crocodile. Doesn't 
this network suffer from a dearth of reptile coverage; after all, isn't one of the channel's headliners 
known as "The Croc Hunter"? 

Why not a nice show about birds? Seems they hardly have any shows anymore about animals worthy of 
our admiration, only about those needing to be chopped up by a garden hoe or run over by a lawnmower. 

But if nothing else, maybe her trek out into the filth and muck of the African wilderness disabused her of 
the silliness that the natural world is fuzzy, cuddly, and well-mannered. Hard to think of no creature 
being superior to any other when you see one rip another to shreds for lunch. 

In justifying his embarrassing display of infatuation towards all things Kelly throughout the entire 
competition, Nigel Marvin claimed that the final decision of the judges came down to a matter of 
"intangibles" since the two finalists had been otherwise evenly matched. I suppose Adam's just weren't 
as big as Kelly's. 

Noisy Bugs Aren't Only Ones Making Irritating Racket 

Every seventeen years, periodical cicadas emerge from their otherwise sedate underground burrows to 
serenade their ladies fair and to inconvenience humans unsettled by the disturbing countenance and 
unique musical tastes of these creatures. But unlike environmentalists and evolutionists, these pests are 
gracious enough to subject us to their whining only once every decade and a half and aren't nearly as 
nerve- wracking. 

In this age of postmodern subjectivism, it is never enough for the purveyors of secular scientific 
understanding to present philosophically unencumbered facts and allow individuals to draw their own 
conclusions about them. Since we are little more than buffoons in the eyes of the technocrats, we must 



be catechized as to what to think about the processes of the world around us to an extent exceeding 
anything taking place in any run-of-the-mill Sunday school or Bible college. 

Along with a diagram detailing the life cycle of the cicada from its lengthy period of subterranean 
singleness sucking sap to its emergence and molting from its nymph to adult form as well as explaining 
the mechanics and purpose of their symphonic performances, the experts interviewed for a Washington 
Post Metro Section feature on May 16, 2004 waned ideological rather than keep things purely scientific. 

To a number of so-called scientists and researchers, the vast numbers of cicadas are to serve as recruits 
in the cause of anti-human, anti-technology evolutionary environmentalism. One biologist is upset that 
people compare the sound cicadas make to mechanical sources and laments these as "the sounds with 
which we have replaced the patterns of the natural world." 

If it weren't for those pesky machines, this biologist wouldn't be able to bombard readers with such 
Luddite foolishness. He probably wouldn't even have the leisure time to cogitatively formulate such 
nonsense, idle hands being the Devil's workshop and all. 

Of course, should those like this researcher gain power, they won't be the ones foregoing the comforts of 
modern life for the sake of environmental preservation. His ilk won't be the ones forced to endure a life 
of drudgery, malnutrition, and disease all for the sake of getting back to nature. The likes of the 
Rockefellers, Kennedys, Kerrys and Bushes will always live in opulent luxury. It is you and I, dear 
reader, who will be forced to live lower than dirt and that at least will have the soil erosion lobby to look 
out for its interests. 

Already the plight of cicadas is being used to pound additional nails into the coffins of development. 
According to the BBC, insect supremacists are lamenting that the cicada faces possible extinction since 
construction projects such as paved roads, houses, and other buildings block the immature cicadas from 
reaching the surface. 

Woopteedo! Frankly these things are the bug world's equivalent of welfare recipients in that they do 
nothing but eat, smell bad, and reproduce while contributing little or nothing productive to society in 
return for their upkeep. Why should we care if these pests become nothing more than a footnote in the 
annals of entomological history? 

If the expanse of civilization does pose such a threat to cicada kind, does that mean human happiness 
and progress must come to a screeching halt? For in the minds of environmentalists, animal rights 
theoreticians, and the rest of those more infatuated with the creation than the Creator, you and I are no 
more important than that slimy slug slithering across your aluminum siding. 

One bug brain composing cantatas as an act of worship of the cicada told the Washington Post of his 
musical composition in their honor, "I want to reflect the insectlike character of our own lives. The Post 
ads, "...his ambition for his. ..piece is not to emphasize difference." 

Heaven (rather Earth forbid in the minds of these fruitcakes) we acknowledge the distinction and 
hierarchy of species, something the animals — dumb as they are — don't seem to have much of a 
problem with. Hegel, the father of the modern pantheism from which much of contemporary 
environmentalism ultimately flows, when confronted by a student that his audacious theories did not 
square with the facts of reality is alleged to have railed, "Then the facts be damned." 

As with its cousins Communism and Socialism, it is this callous disregard of the world as it really is in 
favor of how they'd like it to be that makes environmentalism especially dangerous. As such, the related 
movements of environmentalism and evolutionism are not so much based on testable scientific 



propositions as faith-based presuppositions. 

Another scientist romantically swooned in the Post that these swarms of cicadas suggest "...what North 
America was like an eon ago, when these bugs rose to the top of an unpopulated continent's vast 
forests. ..It gives me a sense of awe at the scale of evolutionary time." 

Things might be a little less crowded if we didn't have these scientists playing philosopher to deal with. 
For anyone that comprehends cicadian engineering and ends up feeling all warm and fuzzy on the inside 
in praise of evolution has clearly been educated beyond all usefulness. 

Atop the Post feature article where tenured scientists waxed hysterical like convulsing holy rollers all 
over the church carpet was an informative diagram and flowchart detailing the life story of the cicada as 
well as the mechanics behind its unique brand of music. Anyone thinking this ability came about on its 
own has a few cicadas of his own flying around in his belfry. 

According to the article, the male cicada is able to crease his tympana so as not to deafen himself as a 
result of his own racket. Does it make more sense that these powers and abilities were bestowed upon 
these creatures deliberately by a wise God or came about helter-skelter by pot luck? 

If God didn't, did the cicadas all get together at a convention in Vegas and decide it would be prudent for 
amorous cicadas to close their ears and synchronize their friskiness so as to ensure safety in numbers 
and that the maximum number find love? If it's all just the role of the dice, wouldn't the cicada either 
end up all alone or blow out his ear in pursuit of his lady love? 

Reformed theologian Cornelius Van Til observed that each of us looks at the world through the rose 
colored glasses of certain presuppositions that mold everything we see. Those who deny the handiwork 
of God throughout creation are just as religious as those who see the purposes of the Lord written 
throughout the pages of His handiwork. 

Enviropedagogy: Are Students Being Taught Science or Silliness Regarding 

Ecology? 

Parents send their children to school seeking to ground their offspring in the classic academic disciplines 
of reading, writing, and arithmetic. Parents might be surprised to learn that some public schools are 
implementing a decidedly different emphasis. 

Students at a number of Maryland schools, according to the February 8, 2001 Southern Maryland 
Supplement to the Washington Post, are participating in an educational curriculum produced by the 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation and the Maryland State Department of Education called the Maryland Bay 
Schools Project. In this program based on eco-immersion, students are constantly bombarded by a bevy 
of environmental facts and fallacies throughout every facet of the school day. 

For example, students solve math problems pertaining to lies and compose poetic odes in honor of the 
creatures and geographical features found along the legendary Chesapeake. However, there is more to 
this program than improving science and math test scores. Part of the goal is to bring about social and 
cultural transformation. 

One nine-year-old boasted of her triumph in pressuring her parents to forgo oyster consumption. 

A Maryland State Department of Education spokesman told the Post, "There are a number of 
environmental problems facing the state, and we need to make sure that the children, when they are 
adults, can deal with that." 



The question arises are these children being taught the objective science needed to ferret out the truth or 
mere opinion masquerading as the only logical solution. 

It must be remembered that the Maryland Bay Schools Project was not formulated by a panel of 
dispassionate scholars seeking to convey an objective set of facts. The curriculum was produced in 
conjunction with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, an organization with an interest already vested in a 
predetermined set of policy outcomes. 

Would the liberals usually wrapped up in these kinds of environmental programs want the social studies 
curriculum controlled by the Central Intelligence Agency or Department of Defense in addressing the 
strategic threats arrayed against the United States? Better yet, would they want the Southern Baptist 
Convention or the Roman Catholic Church formulating lesson plans addressing the nation's 
deteriorating moral standards? 

The Bay Schools Project was justified by educational officials on the grounds that students need to learn 
early of the threats to the environment. 

As future stewards of God's creation, children should be taught to care for and appreciate His 
handiwork. But must students be forced to endure environmental pessimism every hour of the school 
day? If this approach was employed in a religious setting, it would be called brainwashing. 

There are other evils in the world such as abortion, excessive taxation, unmerited social welfare benefits, 
and the overall sinfulness of mankind. But liberals would declare academic programs emphasizing these 
concerns to the exclusion of all others as absolutely morbid — and rightfully so. Even devout Christians 
cannot help but almost laugh at some of the private school curriculums so Bibliocentric in nature as to 
require students to diagram Scripture verses as part of their grammar lessons. Balance is a virtue worth 
cultivating. 

I know for a fact that some Southern Maryland schools are slacking on the basics. Kindergartners are 
failing to learn their letters. Others are being taught that Christmas is merely a festival of lights while 
being drilled on the intricacies on the Black nationalist celebration of Kwanza. Now education officials 
want to waste more instructional time cleaning creek beds and maintaining oyster flats. 

Through various court rulings, liberals and their secular humanist allies have removed Judeo-Christian 
beliefs as the backbone of the system of public education and have declared through administrative fiat 
through academic fads such as values clarification and multiculturalism that it is not the place of the 
school to imbue the student with a traditional set of values. It is, therefore, inappropriate for them to use 
the public schools to impose their revolutionary agendas on those least capable of withstanding the 
onslaught of this scholastic foolishness. 

Family Of Famed Evolutionist Admits Scientists Are Fallible 

The family of famed evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould is suing two Boston hospitals and three doctors for 
misdiagnosing the cancer that ultimately led to his death. 

Interestingly, it turns out scientists can be wrong after all. 

And if they can be this tragically wrong about the evidence right there in front of their highly educated 
noses, just think how much more so regarding matters not as easily observed such as the origins of the 
universe. 

Though the loss of any human life deserves pity for the loved ones enduring such an unbearable 



hardship, it is only from the standpoint of the Christian and religious values Dr. Gould spent his life 
attempting to undermine that we are able to muster any sympathy for the Gould family. 

For if Dr. Gould was nothing more than a soulless animal arising from the primordial ooze as the result 
of pure chance who didn't fair too well obviously in the Darwinian struggle for survival, why should 
anyone care about his passing out of existence? 

Isn't his family's emotional response nothing more than a biological stimuli with their love for him just 
some hormone driven impulse? 

Furthermore, isn't it ironic these aggrieved individuals are seeking to correct a wrong done against 
someone who possessed no basis for believing right or wrong actually existed? 

It is only in considering him as an individual created in the image of God that these doctors should be 
called in account for their actions. 

Respect For The Dead Or Fear Of What Lies Ahead? 

My brief comments regarding Stephen Jay Gould's family suing over his death from cancer at the hands 
of inept doctors generated a greater response than anticipated, once again proving the role played by 
evolution as a fault line in the ongoing battle of values dividing much of America. Yet despite the 
emotional responses Darwin's theory continues to evoke, those seeking to escape the implications of a 
universe created and sustained by God continue to formulate arguments in defense of their position that 
even a Neanderthal could see through. 

One response chided me as a soulless individual for supposedly "speaking so ill of the dead". I had 
dared to point out the inconsistencies of materialists seeking compensation for the loss of a loved one 
since by definition that worldview has no objective standard upon which to base right or wrong with 
human beings ultimately of no more importance than the disease organisms doctors regularly seek to 
eradicate. 

On what grounds does a naturalist accuse someone of having no soul? To the naturalist, the soul does 
not exist. 

If matter is all that exists and is the ultimate foundation of the universe, mind is nothing more than 
electronic impulses coursing through the brain. Thus, if we are nothing more than the sum of the sum 
total of our physical parts, one can no more be held accountable for one's comments than they can be for 
the need to go to the bathroom if thoughts are to the brain what urine is to the kidneys. 

Interestingly, why do those professing belief that this world is all that is with no afterlife even care 
whatsoever about what I have to say about someone that has ceased to exist? It's not like the deceased is 
going to read my comments. 

Though Christianity affirms the existence of an afterlife, there is nothing in the Bible saying we are 
forbidden from discussing the ignoble deeds of the departed. Technically, if this was one of the great 
universal laws, wouldn't the existence of the Bible be a violation of the Bible? Aren't there entire books 
in that text that don't really do anything but detail the shortcomings of those that have already passed 
through this life? 

If we were forbidden from doing so, that would also mean we could not discuss the failings of Joseph 
McCarthy, Ronald Reagan, or any other figure the Left feels the need to criticize incessantly. Why 
should Stephen Jay Gould be granted an exception? 



In all likelihood having now had his faulty thinking corrected through the scorching flames of hellfire if 
he continued to deny Christ until his last breath, Dr. Gould would probably thank me for taking the time 
to warn others of the errors and inconsistencies of his previously held views. In Luke 16:27-28, the rich 
man sent to Hell says, "Then I beg you, father, send Lazarus to my father's house for I have five 
brothers. Let him warn them, so that they will not also come to this place of torment." 

In the raising of such a fuss about correcting the fallacies of the errant departed, one is forced to 
speculate whether such concerns are raised out of a misdirected sense of propriety or more from a desire 
to avoid contemplating the fate that awaits themselves should they continue to ignore the pangings of 
their own conscience. 

Additional Thoughts Concerning The Despair Of Naturalism 

In trying to elevate himself by attempting to remove God from His rightful place upon the throne of the 
universe, man ends up far from elevating himself . Instead, man finds himself ensnared to a form of 
despair and bondage far worse than anything that could be imagined under the yolk of Biblical 
Christianity. 

To say that an individual possesses free will is to say that he has the ability to make decisions based 
upon some criteria existing beyond mere physical impulse. However, materialistic evolutionary theory 
contends that this arena of the will does not exist as part of a deeper spiritual reality but is rather mere 
electrochemical response to physical stimuli with no higher reason or purpose. 

Francis Schaeffer observes in How Should We Then Live: The Rise And Decline Of Western Thought 
And Culture that evolutionary theory in the form of humanistic thought has reduced everything to the 
level of a component in a great universal machine. 

Of this outlook, Schaeffer writes, "In one form of reductionism, man is explained by reducing him to 
the smallest particles which make up his body. Man is seen as being only the molecule or the energy 
particle, more complex but not intrinsically different (164)." 

To prove such an observation is more than Evangelical hyperbole, Schaeffer quotes Harvard University 
Chemistry Professor George Wald who said, "Four hundred years ago there was a collection of 
molecules named Shakespeare which produced Hamlet (164)." 

In order to remain consistent, those holding to such a perspective have to concede such a masterpiece is 
not so much the result of creative insight as it is a fortuitous case of gas. And to any naturalist offended 
by my remarks, they cannot very well complain about them since by their own worldview, I had no 
control over what I wrote. 

Sudafed Deemed A Threat To Homeland Security 

You better not have a runny nose or watery eyes or you might run afoul of the Patriot Act. 

According to USA Today, provisions are being added to this legislation, infamous for troubling 
libertarians from both ends of the political spectrum, that will limit the amount of pseudoephedrine an 
individual can purchase and require the purchaser to produce a photo ID in order to complete the 
transaction. Always good to condition the free citizen to bow before authorities in order to remind the 
humble supplicant of his place before the slave master. 



Where will this nonsense end? 



Maybe we should herd everyone into designated relocation camps for their own safety After all, 
investigations indicate terrorists are more likely to plot such acts when concealed behind closed doors 
and private residences;. It was said in Nam that the village had to be burned to the ground in order to 
save it. 

Since the epidemic of childhood obesity threatens military recruiting goals in the future, perhaps 
government sanctioned nutritional accounts should be established where a computerized identification 
system could be used to determine what foods the individual will be allowed to eat. After all, this is a 
matter of Homeland Security. 

Those prone to think as they are told by those with offices and degrees scoff, but food is legal. But so is 
Sudafed and it is a perfectly legitimate product until abused as meth. 

One might say the obese are misusing food. Should the government intervene to prevent that? 

I guess to some radical supporters of El Presidente, this very post is an act of sedition since freedom of 
expression is a "privilege" that can no longer be countenanced in the war on terror. 

In remarks supporting the reauthorization of the Patriot Act, Senator Jim Bunning remarked civil 
liberties don't mean much when you are dead. So adhering to such logic, Hitler, Stalin, and the like 
didn't really do anything wrong until they started tossing their people into gas ovens or having them 
freeze to death in work camps. These regimes were well within the realm of propriety to break down 
doors in the middle of the night without cause, riffle through people's possessions for no reason, and to 
move their populations about as they saw fit all in an attempt to thwart the perceived enemies of the 
superstate. 

Pseudoephedrine Restrictions Nothing To Sneeze At 

Each winter without out fail, the flu sends millions to the local pharmacy in search of some kind of 
relief. However, it won't be this pesky virus that will give you a headache and make your stomach 
churn. 

In order to purchase pseudoephedrine, consumers must now produce a photo ID (something that is 
apparently an outrage to require illegal aliens to do when accused of a crime) with these details added 
into a computer database tracking how much and often you purchase this perfectly legal substance. It is 
claimed that this procedure is necessary as a result of the meth epidemic sweeping across the country 
since pseudoephedrine is an ingredient used to make this drug. 

While methamphetamine might be illegal, pseudoephedrine is not and is over the counter in smaller 
doses. If the nanny state wants to restrict access to this substance, why not make it unavailable in its 
entirety without a prescription or enact an outright prohibition all together? 

It could be argued that there are already restrictions on other products deleterious to bodily health such 
as cigarettes and booze. However, the regulations stipulating how these products are to be dispersed are 
not part of the Patriot Act nor are (as far as I know since I have never purchased either) the details of the 
photo ID necessary to purchase them entered into a computer database. 

And at least with a six pack of beer, you can actually caresses or fondle the package before finalizing the 
purchase. Simple cold pills are now concealed behind the counter and now one must bow and scrape 
before authorities in order to be granted them, no doubt as part of yet another training exercise to further 
condition a once free people into acquiescing control over additional areas of their lives to the 
technocrats wielding power. 



What is to prevent these kinds of restrictions from being applied to additional legal products "our 
betters" have deemed socially irresponsible? For while shoppers have to surrender their most private 
information just for a bit of sinus relief, condoms hang on the wrack just a few aisles away with anyone 
free to thumb through them. 

Americans are constantly reminded that we must endure these embarrassing indignities for the sake of 
public health. If that is the case, then why shouldn't we be required to produce a marriage license before 
being permitted to purchase a prophylactic? 

After all, in the case of decongestants, we are being inconvenienced because of the small percentage that 
abuse a legitimate product. Then shouldn't similar safeguards be put in place in reference to a product 
that, whether we want to admit it or not, all of us could be tempted into using illicitly? After all, in terms 
of the costs, fornication likely surpasses the expense caused by abused Sudafed tablets as evidenced by 
the shattered lives as evidenced by sexually transmitted diseases, welfare payments to unwed mothers, 
and the conception of the next generation of meth addicts who will end up strung out on this chemical 
trash because their parents are too busy out whoring around rather than raising the babies they have 
made. 

Some may not care one way or the other if the government steps in to regulate either of these errant 
behaviors, thinking that their own exemplary character will prevent them from falling under the 
surveillance of government operatives. However, even though at this moment this manner of draconian 
regulation is directed towards behaviors most would consider social pathologies, it won't be long until 
this kind of bureaucratic procedure is applied to other basic human behaviors no sane person would have 
any qualms about. 

According to a piece of legislation submitted at one time to the Mississippi legislature, it would be 
illegal for a licensed restaurant to serve obese patrons. Some are quick to point out that the measure 
quickly died in light of the public outcry against it. 

Maybe so for now. But does anyone honestly believe that this will be the last time we hear something 
like this? 

This measure or something like it will be proposed again and again in legislative bodies across the 
country until it is no longer news and is quietly enacted without much fanfare. Or, as in the case of 
homosexuality and assorted abridgments of liberty such as high taxes and government agents 
interrogating you over how many toilets you have in your house, most Americans will still oppose the 
advance of these policies within their own hearts and minds but their resistance will be so eroded that 
they will just accept the regimented status quo without much protest. The dispirited will conclude there 
is little point in speaking up anyway. 

Preventing drug abuse is an important health policy concern. However, no legitimate interest is served 
by treating the entire population as potential suspects without a single hint of probable cause. 

Legalization Of Drugs Won't Usher In A Utopian State 

In an article on dope legalization appearing in the 2/28/95 edition of the Diamondback, one of the 
paper's columnists abandoned sound conservative principles for the drug-induced hallucinations of 
libertarianism. 

While sounding wonderful and imminently logical on paper, many of these ideas don't fly in the real 
world because man is innately evil and doesn't always rationally select from his menu of options. 



According to the principles of the social contract as elaborated by philosophers like John Locke, each of 
us takes on responsibilities and limits certain so-called freedoms in order to enjoy the protections that 
human society renders to us such as protections from marauders from within as well as without. 

Drugs are one of the threats to society falling within the marauder category Maggots in our own cities 
feed off the broken lives of the innocents who haven't even ingested these Satanic potions as is the case 
of residents of these ghettos who fall prey to gunfire and robbery. 

As this scum destroys America from within, outsiders seek their own role to play in this conspiracy. 
Columbian and Mexican cartels seek to line their pockets through American decadence and Red China 
sponsors related activities in order to gain an edge in the never ending struggle between freedom and 
tyranny. Even stoned Libertarians will have to agree to the preservation of the American way of life 
and institutions. 

However, the Diamondback columnist is correct in pointing out that some maneuvers in the drug war 
reek of outright despotism. No plausible explanation can be given for restricting the legitimate use of 
private property. On that point, Libertarians and Conservatives will agree. 

Governments often squander valuable resources harassing the law-abiding because its agents realize 
that, unlike narcoterrorists, Joe Citizen doesn't usually shoot back. At least not yet anyways. 

But giving up on the Drug War is like no longer confronting Communism because of what 

happened during the McCarthy hearings. You merely alter tactics; you don't surrender. 

Contrary to Libertarian theorists, the legalization of drugs won't end crime and usher in the Millennial 
Kingdom. Instead, drug crimes will merely alter form. 

Addicts might no longer rob to obtain money, but no doubt incidents of spousal abuse will increase 
along with the murder of offspring. Many of these felons will no doubt then have their atrocities 
excused on the half-baked notion that they weren't cognizant of their actions. 

Often to support their arguments, the pro-legalization crowd points to alcohol as, shall we say, a model 
drug. Upon closer inspection, this point in many instances stabs the Libertarian in the back and ends up 
supporting the Conservative argument. 

While alcohol may be legal, this does not mean that the heartache afflicted by the drug has been 
somehow alleviated. Bruised spouses, beaten toddlers, and those maimed by alcohol related accidents 
testify to the truth that the fool doesn't consider others when bringing about his own destruction. 

One reason behind drug laws is not whether or not we have the right to destroy ourselves, but rather that 
we don't have the right to endanger the lives and property of those not choosing to engage in our 
irresponsible behavior. 

Furthermore, if Libertarians want to maintain their platform of opposition to coercive taxation and the 
entangling vines of government, they must answer the question why must I pay for an addict who cannot 
get his fill of nose candy simply because it is his right to indulge? 

One of the appropriate powers of government is to protect the lives and property of those who have 
contracted with a legitimate political entity to provide for defined enumerated services. A government 
that refuses to fulfill these functions will expend more resources in illegitimate functions that endanger 
American liberty like excessive taxation and intrusive social welfare. 



This Conservative author will admit to his intellectual compatriots in the Libertarian movement that 
destroying one's finite number of brain cells defies clear thinking. However, individuals seeing those 
around them in the hallucinatory forms of spooks and demons won't be operating under the principles of 
Adam Smith as expounded in The Wealth Of Nations or other forms of rational choice theory. 

Issue Of Personhood Foundational In Bioethical Debates 

In numerous bioethical debates approached from a secular perspective, many seemingly noble principles 
such as autonomy, individual choice, dignity, the common good, and the preservation of limited 
resources are invoked to justify various positions. However, when these complex issues are approached 
from a Judeo-Christian perspective, many times the implications and morality of these decisions are 
altered profoundly. 

Perhaps the most fundamental concern raised by a standpoint informed by the principles of the Bible is 
none other than personhood. Though something we each possess, its value varies drastically depending 
on the worldview each of us brings to the concept. 

For example, to the person living out a consistently evolutionary or materialistic perspective, the idea of 
personhood is not that important since it is merely an arbitrarily contrived social and intellectual 
construct with no inherent worth other than what we decide to give it. Thus, it is no major concern if the 
concept is altered to exclude those at the extreme ends of life's continuum unable to sustain themselves 
apart from intensive medical intervention. 

However, if one approaches the matter from the Judeo-Christian perspective, the concept of personhood 
impacts dramatically the techniques and procedures one finds morally justifiable. Since man is made in 
the image of God, the life and spirit of man (his personhood if you will) is unique in all of creation. As 
such, it is due a respect placing it just below the reverence due God Himself. 

Since the human being holds a special place in the heart of God, it is God Himself that establishes the 
guidelines regarding how we are permitted to relate to and treat other human beings. In Genesis 9:6, 
where God establishes His covenant with Noah it says, "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall 
his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man". Later in the Ten Commandments this 
decree is reiterated in the command "Thou shalt not commit murder". 

From this, it is established that it is morally incorrect to take an innocent human life not having itself 
taken another human life. Therefore, it is improper to deliberately take a human life that does not 
threaten yours or has not violated the law. 

Since the minds of men dwell continually on evil, a number of wily thinkers attempt to skirt around the 
issue by redefining personhood to make it distinct from the humanity of these individuals facing the 
prospects of having these procedures inflicted upon them. However, even these attempts prove 
inadequate as they endeavor to describe things how some would like them to be rather than how God 
created them. 

For humanity/personhood is something one possesses inherently rather than bestowed upon you as a 
result of having reached some developmental milestone. The individual remains a distinct biological 
entity throughout the continuum of existence. 

If anything, by limiting personhood to those having reached some arbitrary standard such as viability, 
quickening, or sentience speaks more to the limitations of medical science than an actual state of 
ontology. And with advances, these frontiers are being pushed back further all the time. 



Things are now to the point where doctors are able to do surgery inside the mother's womb. A photo of 
one such procedure where a tiny hand reached out of the mother's abdomen got Matt Drudge fired from 
the Fox News Network. It was feared such an image might unsettle or disturb the consciences of 
viewers regarding the issue of abortion. 

Scott Rae concludes his examination of the abortion issue with the following argument advocating for 
personhood of the unborn: "(1) An adult human being is the end result of the continuous growth of the 
organism from conception... (2) From conception to adulthood this development has no break that is 
relevant to the essential nature of the fetus... (3) Therefore, one is a human person from the point of 
conception onward (142)." 

Ivy League Word Games Undermine Human Dignity 

In Isaiah 5:20 it says, "Woe to those who call evil good and good evil, who put darkness for light and 
light for darkness, who put bitter for sweet and sweet for bitter." At the time abortion was legalized, 
opponents of the procedure warned that, if this moral floodgate was opened, there would be no telling 
what might pour through that would further devalue human life overall and increasingly erode 
traditional taboos. 

Those professing to be enlightened and progressive scoffed that such a claim was an over-exaggeration 
designed to elicit fear. However, in the thirty-plus years since the legalization of abortion, some of the 
nation's most celebrated academics in the most prestigious publications are now advocating that we as a 
society do away with infants that do not live up to some standard while going out of their way to defend 
the rights of animals and criminals. 

Princeton Professor of Bioethics Peter Singer, who advocates bestiality (giving a whole other 
connotation to the phrase a boy and his dog) and animal rights as epitomized by the Great Apes Project 
which argues gorillas and orangutans deserve many of the protections enjoyed by human beings, 
believes that it is permissible to kill an infant up until 28 days after birth because an infant is not self- 
aware nor worthy of personhood since the baby has no preferences concerning living or dying. 
Furthermore, such a course of action might be of benefit to the family. 

Interestingly, Singer is not some lone crank that got hold of a bad batch of pot in the faculty lounge. 
Professor Steven Pinker, director of MIT's Center for Cognitive Neuroscience, in the November 2, 2000 
issue of the New York Times Magazine defended the practice of infanticide by suggesting that the killing 
of an infant should be treated differently than a person. 

Pinker argues that we only have a right not to be killed if we have "an ability to reflect upon ourselves as 
a continuous locus of consciousness, to form and savor plans for the future, to dread death, and to 
express the choice not to die." Thus, infants do not qualify for protections against murder, and may be 
disposed of without offense. 

The fundamental issue of this debate is perhaps one of the most important of all in this day of unsettled 
foundations. That of course is the question of what exactly is a human being. 

Both Singer and Pinker argue that newborns should not enjoy legal protection from on the part of 
parents or the medical establishment because they are not fully human since they have not reached a 
certain level of development. The traditional ethical position contends that the baby is entitled to the 
same protections from bodily harm as any other member of the human family. Though these two 
professors have countless accolades and honors heaped upon them for their acclaimed erudition, both 
science and Biblical teaching affirm the position considered outdated by influential opinion-makers. 



From scripture, it clearly teaches, "Thou shalt not murder." And though many theologians and Bible 
scholars grant an exception for the taking of human life in the case of self-defense in the case of war or 
when confronted by someone intent on doing bodily harm and in the case of capital punishment 
authorized by the Noahic covenant as spelled out in Genesis 9, in no way does an infant pose the kind of 
threat presented by these specific exceptions. Inconvenience just does not constitute that manner of 
bodily harm. 

Jeremiah 1:5 says, "Before I formed you in the womb I knew you." In Psalms 139:13-16 it says, "For 
you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my mother's womb. I praise you because I am 
fearfully and wonderfully made;... My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the secret 
place. When I was woven together in the depths of the earth, your eyes saw my unformed body." 

If the embryo inside the mother is not a distinct person in his own right, how is the Lord able to know a 
specific collection of cells apart from the mother? Life as a continuum from conception and gestation 
on through birth and maturation is further confirmed in Psalms 51:5 which says, "Surely I was sinful at 
birth, sinful from the time my mother conceived me." Nonpersons are not capable of existing in a state 
of sin. 

Those with degrees as long as their arms cannot turn around and claim such speculations are ancient 
Hebrew superstitions. These prophetic revelations are confirmed by the very science the wonders of the 
modern world are based upon. 

Both the fetus and the newborn are as genetically unique at these particular stages as the ethicists and 
physicians pondering the nuances of this philosophical quandary. Scott Rae writes, "(1) An adult human 
being is the end result of the continuous growth of the organism from conception. (2) From conception 
to adulthood, this development has no break that is relevant to the essential nature of the fetus. (3) 
Therefore, one is a human person from the point of conception onward (142)." 

One of the most powerful arguments against both infanticide and abortion is that if you devalue human 
life at these stages, what is to prevent it from being devalued at other stages by radical utilitarians and 
the like? This is what happens when the standard suggested by both Peter Singer and Steven Pinker is 
employed. 

For starters, what even is a "continuous locus of consciousness" and even if we knew, how many would 
even want to reflect upon it? Furthermore, even if one did, shouldn't human value be based on 
something more than whether or not the individual is tickled pink at the prospect of his own belly 
button? 

What if the individual does not temporarily possess the ability to reflect upon oneself as a "continuous 
locus of consciousness"; does this mean the disgruntled spouse has a window of opportunity each night 
to whack their mate as the sleep and get a get of jail free card? After all, during many stages of sleep 
one is not even aware of one's surroundings much less one's inner emotional workings. 

The other criteria used to determine whether or not an infant is worthy of life are no less troubling. Both 
Pinker and Singer hold to a standard that an individual is not worthy of life unless one has the ability to 
ask to be kept alive. 

If that is the case, if one slips on the ice and knocks themselves out, they had better come to before the 
ambulance gets there because who knows what organ hungry doctors would do if this criteria is allowed 
to play itself out. Before you know it, your kidneys and corneas could be on airplanes headed in 
multiple directions. 



All joking aside, Pinker's comments especially cause one to stop and pause to wonder if these remarks 
could be used to justify a sliding scale for human life not all that different than the blue books used by 
insurance companies to assess automobile depreciation. For example, Pinker says, to be worthy of life, 
one must savor plans for the future and dread death. Since the twenty-year old has more of these than 
the eighty-year old, doesn't it then follow that it would be a greater offense to kill the twenty-year old 
than the eighty year-old? If the Professor has raised his children in light of such values, I trust for his 
own sake he does not let his guard down around them for fear of what he might find being plunged in 
his back as he ages. 

Furthermore, who at some point in their lives (especially during the moody teenage years) hasn't gone 
through a period where they didn't care one way or the other whether life continued or not? Even if one 
is no where near jumping off the roof of a building or suck fumes out of an exhaust pipe, who hasn't 
gone through times where the thought did not transiently skip across our minds how much easier things 
would be if we simply didn't wake up the next day. That did not mean that those around us had the right 
to do away with us? 

It has been said that a society will be judged by how it treats its weakest members. If current academic 
opinion about how easily the unborn can be discarded is any kind of barometer, America could be in for 
a tumultuous twenty- first century. 

Defining The Sides Of The Abortion Debate 

The two sides of the abortion debate have largely gathered around the banners of "pro-choice" and "pro- 
life". 

Proponents of the pro-choice movement believe that that the higher ethical concern is the bodily 
autonomy of the women considering the abortion. Since it is her body involved the choice is ultimately 
hers to make. 

In the past, advocates of the pro-choice position use to downplay the humanityof the child involved. 
The baby would be categorized as a glob of tissue at least until it was viable. 

However, with advances in medical science, the most radical feminists such as Naomi Wolf insist that 
the rights of the woman still outweigh the well-being of the child since the child is dependent upon the 
mother. 

The pro-life side of the abortion debate is the side of the debate holding that the life of the child 
outweighs the preferences of the woman. For the unborn child as a person is entitled to the same 
protections of life granted to other innocent members of the human species. 

Since a parent would not be permitted to end the life of a preschooler found to be a nuisance or 
inconvenience, likewise a parent should not be permitted to exterminate a child temporarily residing 
within the mother's womb. 

If the woman carrying the child finds herself in difficult circumstances, it is the pro-life position to either 
assist the mother if her needs are dire or to persuade her that she simply has to adjust her attitude and 
live with the consequences of her behaviors. 

Bioethics & Timeless Truths For Changing Times 

The rate of technological and cultural change is so fast and comprehensive in these days in which we 
live that futurist Alvin Toffler has likened the phenomena to waves sweeping over society. He labeled 



the feeling of disoriented perplexity that settles over us in the wake of such as "Future Shock". Many of 
these changes appear to be so profound that the pressure to abandon traditional values and beliefs from 
academia, media, government, and even certain factions within organized religion can feel 
overwhelming. However, there is more at stake than whether we send letters to acquaintances via the 
post office or through the computer electronically. Rather, such radical shifts of the paradigms through 
which we sift reality and experience will ultimately impact how we see ourselves and how we value 
other human beings. 

With the technical complexity inherent to many of the latest developments in the fields of biology and 
medicine, it is easy to fall for the assumption that ethics and morality in these disciplines would better be 
left to the highly educated such as scientists or philosophy professors. The field of bioethics is a 
relatively new area of study in comparison to the totality of human knowledge. Because of its frontier 
nature as ethically uncharted territory, it is a discipline in desperate need of a solid Christian presence as 
it is pretty much a wide open field in which the ambitious and enthusiastic can plant their flag in the 
hopes of persuading the masses as to the propriety of a respective position. 

As Christians, it is the fundamental assumption of the believer that all truth is derived from God as 
revealed to us either directly from His word (the Bible), deduced from reflection upon His word, or 
discernable from His creation construed in the light of His word. II Timothy 3:16-17 says, "All scripture 
is given inspired of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in 
righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works." 
Likewise, Psalm 19:1 says, "The heavens declare the glory of God; the skies proclaim the works of his 
hands (NIV)." 

Since this is the case, God's law is written across the whole of creation. Try as men might to ignore or 
escape these binding commandments, they ultimately cannot and are seared by their own consciences as 
evidenced by the responses that often border on violence as typified by homosexual militants reacting 
whenever someone responds with anything less than a standing ovation or lavish government subsidies 
for this particular lifestyle. Romans 2:14-15 says, "Indeed, when Gentiles, who do not have the law, do 
by nature things required by the law, they are a law for themselves, even though they do not have the 
law, since they show that the requirements of the law are written on their hearts, their consciences also 
bearing witness, and their thoughts now accusing, now even defending them." 

Though the Bible might not address specific bioethical issues directly by name such as stem cells and 
cloning, a number of the Good Book's foremost passages and doctrines serve as the foundation to a 
Christian response to these kinds of challenges arising in the world today. As the basis to all divine law 
contained within both the Old and New Testaments, the Ten Commandments serve as the guiding 
principles for all healthy relationships with both God and man. Prominent among these is the injunction 
"Thou shalt not murder." 

This admonition was not handed down arbitrarily just so God could laud his authority and power over 
us. Rather, this commandment was set in place as recognition of man's unique status as a creature made 
in the image of God. Genesis 1:26-27 says, "Then God said, 'Let us make man in our image'. ..So God 
created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them." 
This image of God in each individual is so sacred that no individual should be able to take the life of 
another without serious consequences. Genesis 9:6 warns, "Whoever sheds the blood of man; by man 
shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man." 

Thus, the fundamental consideration in regards to these complex issues arising as a result of advances in 
biotechnology is that of personhood. As these scientific developments promise more and more of the 
things we as human beings crave the most in our earthly lives such as freedom from disease, prolonged 
life, or even enhanced abilities and children designed to our specifications, it becomes easier and easier 



to view other human beings as a means to achieve these goals for ourselves rather than as those whose 
lives we would like to see improved. 

For while all of the issues raised in a cursory bioethics survey start off with noble-sounding 
justifications, when we look behind the lofty pronouncements, many of us would be shocked by the 
staggering numbers of bodies concealed behind the curtain. Perhaps one of the first bioethics debates to 
grip the public consciousness was no doubt abortion. 

Those opposed to the practice argued that the procedure so dehumanized the unborn that the utilitarian 
allure of convenience would prove so seductive that the value would be invoked to justify the disposal 
of other members of the human family not measuring up to some arbitrary standard of productivity or 
quality of life. Since the time of its legalization, abortion has continued to divide the American 
electorate. This barbaric practice has been joined by a plethora of additional bioethical conundrums and 
outrages. 

If anything, the potential of human cloning and the use of stem cells harvested from either fetuses falling 
victim to the abortionists knife or embryos purposefully formed in a laboratory to destroy in order to 
collect these genetic components garner even more headlines. At the other end of the spectrum of life, 
physicians are intervening to end the lives of those deemed a waste of recourses such as in the case of 
Terri Schiavo. This woman would have undoubtedly remained alive if she had not been denied basic 
nutrition and hydration, actions that could cause considerable legal trouble with the likes of PETA or the 
Humane Society should you decide to inflict such appalling mistreatment upon the family dog. 

Even though the strongest and most direct moral case is the one that boldly stands upon the Word of God 
as its ultimate foundation, Western culture has become so "de-theized" (the very thing that causes human 
life to be devalued in the first place) that if one does not introduce these theories and concepts 
surreptitiously at first, one may find oneself excluded from the public policy debates where these kinds 
of decisions are made. In Moral Choices: An Introduction To Ethics, Scott Rae provides a framework 
through which the believer can introduce Biblical principles into these debates without initially coming 
across like some kind of "religious lunatic". In today's philosophical climate, all it takes to get that slur 
hurled at you is to question the prudence or propriety of the increasingly popular urge to copulate with 
anything that moves (or even with that which doesn't according to the necrophiliacs who, if you search 
hard enough, probably endow a professorship at some prestigious university or a public interest 
lobbying group at some swanky office building not far from Capitol Hill). 

A professor of Biblical Studies and Christian Ethics at the Talbot School of Theology, Rae shows that 
all truth is God's truth and how the best philosophical thinking reflects this foundation. These seemingly 
disparate approaches to knowledge (faith and reason) find a connection through natural law. This 
approach to jurisprudence and ethics holds that there are certain principles binding upon all people with 
slight variations that produce the kinds of circumstances under which human beings thrive. These 
include the universality of heterosexual marriage, respect for private property, and prohibitions against 
murder. 

Moral Choices: An Introduction To Ethics equips the reader to ferret out the hidden moral assumptions 
of those opposed to the Judeo-Christian approach to these issues. A number of the alternative ethical 
systems explored include utilitarianism (the right option is that producing the greatest good for the 
greatest number), ethical egoism (the morality of an act is determined by one's self-interest), emotivism 
(morality is merely an enunciation of the inner feelings of an individual making an ethical 
pronouncement), and relativism (right and wrong change depending upon the context of a particular 
situation with there being no eternal absolute). It is emphasized that the advocates of these positions 
cannot accuse the Christian believer of bias and not being objective unless nontheists want to shoot 
themselves in the foot as well. 



Moral Choices: An Introduction To Ethics provides the student with a multi-step framework of analysis 
that will assist the individual in weeding through complex issues that they may initially find intimidating 
and beyond their expertise but which can be more easily comprehended once boiled down to their 
constituent parts (105-107). These steps are listed as follows: (1) Gather the facts (one should obtain as 
much information about a specific case as possible). (2) Determine the ethical issues (these can be stated 
in the form of the conflicting claims at stake). (3) What principles have a bearing on the case (these are 
the principles at the heart of each competing position)? (4) List the alternatives (these consist of possible 
solutions to the moral dilemma). (5) Compare the alternatives with the principles (in this step one 
eliminates the possible solutions by determining their moral superiority or propriety). (6) Consider the 
consequences (in this step, one contemplates the implications of the alternatives). (7) Make a decision 
after analyzing and contemplating the information. 

While this is important information, none of it will do any good unless Christians and those troubled by 
the disregard for human life sweeping across the culture get their message out to the wider public. Most 
will assume that as common everyday people not holding positions of influence in either academia, the 
medical profession, or within the formal ecclesiastical structure of the organized church that there is 
little that they can do to assist in this daunting struggle. However, with the advent of certain 
technologies as revolutionary to the realm of communications as the breakthroughs in genetic 
manipulation are to the field of biology, their voices can reach farther than they might initially imagine. 

With technologies such as blogging and social media, independent voices laboring on their own (often 
derided by critics as geeks in pajamas) have coalesced into a source of opinion and information that in 
certain respects is coming to challenge the predominance of the mainstream media. Therefore, 
Christians can very easily use the new media to get their position out to the public regarding a wide 
range of bioethical issues. 

Fundamental to the Christian understanding of the discipline is the pivotal role personhood plays 
regarding many of the issues at the forefront of bioethics. However, a number of voices within the 
Transhumanist movement (the ideology that humans should incorporate into their bodies mechanical or 
genetic enhancements so that the species might move beyond the the limitations inherent to our own 
nature) believe the definition of personhood should move beyond run of the mill human beings to 
include cyborgs, androids, and genetically engineered human/animal hybrids. 

One doesn't have to be an expert in robotics or genetics to warn of the human rights horrors that would 
likely result should such a line of research be allowed to advance too far beyond the stages of theoretical 
speculation. One merely need to have seen a few of the Borg episodes of Star Trek and point out what 
this kind of tinkering backed by a communistic outlook leads to. 

The future is there for those that want it the most. It will either go to those that believe that the masses 
exist for the benefit of the elite as they push onward towards their New World Order. Or, it will go 
towards those that view each individual as being created in the image of God, existing within a 
framework of divine laws that allow the individual to live life to its fullest while protecting each of us 
from the dangers on the prowl in a fallen world. 

A Christian Approach To Technology 

In Jurassic Park, the chaos theorist played by Jeff Goldblum quipped that scientists were in such a hurry 
to find out if they could that they never took the time to consider whether they should when it came to 
resurrecting extinct dinosaurs through genetic cloning technology. The comment was quite profound as 
it also has considerable bearing on the application of similar technologies to the human species as well. 



Futurists have estimated that nearly 90% of the knowledge today has been discovered within the past 
decade. This is especially true of scientifically complex fields such as biology and medicine. 

Ethics is the branch of philosophy concerned with determining what is right and wrong. Bioethics 
attempts to apply these principles to issues relating to matters of life, its quality, and preservation. As 
such, it is a relatively new field of inquiry coming to prominence since the 1980's. 

As a new discipline, overall bioethics is underdeveloped with Christian involvement scantier than it 
ought to be. With its frontier flavor however, bioethics is not confined solely to those with doctorates in 
esoteric subjects. Rather it is a field needing input from a wide variety of backgrounds and perspectives 
if mankind is to chart a balanced course into what was before now unexplored territory. 

For example, many couples unable to have children on their own have turned to a number of fertilization 
techniques where egg and sperm are brought together outside the body for implantation inside the 
womb. While the practice has become quite commonplace, it is in fact fraught with a number of ethical 
dilemmas that need to be addressed by the church. 

For starters, the reader will note that nowhere above is it spelled out that the sperm and the egg belong to 
the husband and the wife of the couple seeking to have a child. Sometimes these are donated — often 
bought and sold like farm produce — from total strangers, undermining the sanctity of the marriage 
covenant and no doubt unsettling the identity of the child should the offspring ever learn of his true 
parentage. 

Yet of even greater concern in these procedures is when more eggs are fertilized than are needed. Since 
it can be concluded from Matthew 1 :20 that fertilized eggs posses life, quite a dilemma develops over 
what to do with the leftover embryos. 

If these individuals are disposed of, it becomes an act of murder. They can be placed into storage for up 
to seven years if the couple would like to have an additional baby in the future; but what happens if the 
couple divorces? 

These conundrums and many others just like it are the result of the underlying worldview upon which 
much of contemporary culture rests. For since the days of the Renaissance, up through the 
Enlightenment and French Revolution and no doubt accelerated by Darwinism, no longer is God and His 
Word seen as the ultimate source of moral authority. Rather, the moral focus has switched to human 
autonomy in either the form of the individual or the state. 

In the Book of Genesis, the student of Scripture learns that man is created in the image of God. As 
such, upholding this ideal preempts individual happiness when personal satisfaction comes into conflict 
with innocent human life. 

Unfortunately, in this day the preservation of innocent human life often takes a backseat to "I want" and 
"me, me, me". Such anxiety can drive the longing soul inward to concentrate on one's own existential 
despair rather than outward towards those with even greater needs. 

For example, a couple unable to have children on their own biologically wanting to have one — often 
pressured into it by members of the congregation and clergy thinking they know more about the will of 
God for other people than the people themselves — often turn to artificial fertilization these days rather 
than other ways to satisfy an otherwise humanitarian impulse such as adoption or other charitable 
pursuits. 

Likewise, at the other end of the continuum of selfishness are those that, rather than coveting life so 



much that they would dishonor it by an illegitimate attempt to grasp at and possess it on their own terms 
rather than through God's providence, that view life needing care beyond the ordinary in order to be 
maintained such as that at the beginning or end of temporal existence as an inconvenience to be done 
away with as soon as possible. 

Those holding to the Biblical position of respecting the image of God within each individual irrespective 
of the physical frame's condition would do what was within their power to defend the young under their 
responsibility and lend comfort to those passing out of this life on God's timetable rather than according 
to some arbitrary definition of quality. 

Furthermore, if those in their declining years were treated as human beings created in the image of God 
rather than as beasts of burden that have outlived their usefulness, senior saints might enjoy a better 
quality of life irrespective of their bodily circumstances. 

A Christian Analysis Of Reproductive & Genetic Technologies 

One of the most profound biological desires is to beget children. Up until contemporary times, this 
drive was intrinsically linked to another human urge to form a lasting bond with a member of the 
opposite sex. 

For the purposes of optimal happiness and well being for both the adults and children involved, the 
conjugal partnership, according to Genesis 2:24, is to be between one man and one woman for — as the 
traditional wedding vow says — better or worse. 

The application of a number of reproductive technologies is often justified in that these advancements 
uphold the "for better" clause. However, a number of these procedures undermine the nature of the 
marriage bond as introduced in Genesis 2:24. 

According to Genesis 2:24, the man and woman comprise a unified unit consisting of these particular 
two. However, reproductive technologies such as surrogate motherhood, where the husband's genetic 
material is used to fertilize and impregnate a third-party volunteer, or donor insemination, where genetic 
material is acquired from a man other than the husband to impregnate the wife, introduce additional 
parties to the marriage that were never intended by God. 

An old country song intones, "I beg your pardon, I never promised you a rose garden." Sometimes in 
life we don't always get everything we want no matter how badly we might want a wholesome thing. 
Marriage is an adult commitment, and sometimes as adults honoring one's partner is more important 
than our other deepest desires. 

Often these technologies are so complicated that it can be easy to divorce what they promise from what 
they actually deliver. However, by taking a closer look at what the different techniques and procedures 
actually entail can assist the confused Christian and citizen from discerning those which could be 
morally permissible from those more inherently questionable. 

Intrauterine insemination occurs when a man with an inferior grade of sperm or an insufficient number 
has the doctor inject the husband's genetic material into the wife's uterus through a syringe. To most 
Protestants, this is not morally objectionable since the husband's seed is being used to fertilize the wife. 
However, some Roman Catholics might object because the seed is obtained through a manner other than 
sexual intercourse. 

It must be pointed out that, when coupled with fertility drugs, there is an increased chance of multiple 
pregnancies. And if the husband's sperm is of such low quality as to need such assistance, there may be 



concerns about what quality of child might be conceived. Failure to conceive in the traditional manner 
might be God mercifully preventing the birth of such children. 

Donor insemination occurs when sperm is acquired from a third party contributor. This method is more 
objectionable than intrauterine insemination in that it undermines marital unity since the genetic material 
is obtained from a source other than the husband. 

Furthermore, if the genetic material is obtained anonymously, the donor is reduced to little more than a 
breeding stud like a horse and fatherhood to little more than a door-to-door copulative byproduct 
delivery service as the donor is paid for his services like some kind of high tech gigolo. In such cases, 
the child is denied the right to have a relationship with the biological father who in such instances 
doesn't even love the child. And from a utilitarian standpoint, if the donor is used to inseminate multiple 
women and if these women do not know the identities of either the donor or their "sister recipients", the 
statistical likelihood increases that decades down the road that children fathered in such a manner could 
end up accidentally marrying their own half-siblings, opening themselves up to potential heartache in 
terms of shattered lives and genetic defects popping up in the offspring of such unions that would make 
Jerry Springer blush. 

Egg donation is the female counterpart to sperm donation in that it occurs when a woman donates eggs 
for fertilization. This also undermines the marital bond as the egg is fertilized by sperm other than the 
contributing woman's husband. As with sperm donation, the donor is reduced to the status of a breeding 
sow as classified adds in college newspapers often offer top dollar for eggs from women with certain 
qualities, attributes, and abilities. The woman is also subjected to potential harm as she is given drugs to 
cause her to hyperovulate like some chicken on a factory farm. 

Gamete intrafallopian transfer occurs when the woman is given hormone treatment to release multiple 
eggs during surgery and sperm is collected from the husband through an autoerotic act. The sperm and 
eggs are mixed together (shaken, not stirred) in the hopes that fertilization will take place. Certain 
Catholics might object to the separation of conception and intercourse, however, the method is not 
unbiblical per say if the couple from whom the genetic material is acquired is married. The procedure 
does raise the concern of what happens if multiple fertilizations takes place since the runner up sperm 
also have a number of dance partners to select from. 

In invitro fertilization, the genetic material is obtained in the same manner as gamete intrafallopian 
transfer. However, in the process, fertilization takes place in the romantic setting of a petri dish in the 
infertility clinic's lab. 

The multiple fertilized eggs (up to four at a time) are then implanted in the woman. The remainder are 
placed in storage for either later use, if the initial implantation fails, or eventual experimentation. Such a 
treatment is not immoral from an Evangelical perspective if the genetic material is from a married 
couple. However, the couple is faced with the issue of multiple embryos and potentially multiple 
pregnancies. 

Surrogate motherhood is divided between genetic surrogacy (the husband's sperm is used to inseminate 
the woman contracted with who conceives, carries, and hands the child over to the aspiring parents) and 
gestational surrogacy (the process where a fertilized egg is obtained from a source other than the woman 
contracted to carry the child). In most instances unless a friend or relative is undertaking this 
commitment out of the kindness of their hearts, there is not that much separating this morally from 
prostitution as money is being exchanged to rent a woman's reproductive tract for an agreed upon length 
of time. As with prostitution, love is removed from what should otherwise be an expression of the 
profoundest form of human companionship that results in the formation of an additional life. Surrogate 
motherhood commodifies the relationship between mother and child and asks the woman to severe the 



emotional attachments that normally develop over a lifetime as a result of having carried the child within 
her for nine months. 

Intracytoplasmic sperm injection uses specialized tools to manually inject the sperm into the egg. If the 
sperm is obtained from the husband, Protestants would not have any problem with this procedure since it 
would uphold the marriage relationship. 

However, if the infertility up to this point is the result of the husband's sluggish genetic contribution, 
without the usual race to the finish line to determine the fittest sperm, there is little quality control to 
determine if one is getting the best quality of fertilized egg for the top dollar one is using to pay for this 
procedure. A low quality egg could result in the heartbreak and physically taxing ordeal of a miscarriage 
or the birth of a child with defects. Though such a child is deserving of love and care as a human being, 
those undergoing this procedure should take the time to consider the morality of deliberately conceiving 
an individual in such a way as it is a bit of a shortcut around the natural process instituted by God that 
might have mercifully prevented a suffering person from coming into existence. 

In contemporary American politics, one of the issues most likely to spark passionate debate among 
voters is none other than gun control. On the one hand, there are those wanting to preserve the right to 
defend oneself from both felonious individuals and agents of the government; and on the other, there are 
those wanting to protect the innocent from the often irrevocable harm resulting from the misuse of 
firearms. From this dialog, the best policy would recognize the need of the individual to protect 
themselves in this manner if they so desired while keeping these weapons out of the hands of those 
threatening both life and property proving they are incapable of handling this solemn responsibility. 
Likewise, in regards to genetic technologies, society must somehow find a way to establish guidelines 
that will permit the broadest number of people to benefit from these advances in technology will 
protecting civilization from the potential abuses always lurking around the corner as a result of this 
being a fallen world. 

Scott Rae opens his chapter on genetic technology and human cloning by observing, "In the past 
decade, genetic technologies have emerged from the realm of science fiction to everyday reality. What 
was previously the domain of a handful of molecular biologists restricted to the lab has made it onto the 
front pages of newspapers, regular headlines in the evening news, and popular news magazines (169)." 
However, the first thing to remember when crafting guidelines on the limits of genetic technology is that 
(like firearms) this science is not necessarily evil in itself but rather takes on the motives of those 
utilizing it. 

For example, genetic testing can assist the individual in acquiring the information necessary to prepare 
for the future of themselves and their families. Individuals with a genetic predisposition towards certain 
kinds of cancer could take extra precautions such as diet and additional monitoring in an attempt to 
avoid the ravages of one of the most feared of all diseases. Couples with genetic diseases lurking in 
their backgrounds, if they had this information, could either prepare themselves for the challenges of 
caring for a handicapped child or, if they felt so led by the Holy Spirit after having learned of this 
potential struggle, refrain from conceiving children all together. 

Yet despite the enhancements to life genetic testing can provide, guidelines must be developed to 
prevent the misuse of this information or society could end up with a new wave of discrimination in 
certain ways as pernicious as that prevalent in the days of Jim Crow. For while the outward signs of 
prejudice might not manifest themselves in the same way as in the case of skin color or racial bias, the 
impact of determining one's economic status based upon what might be going on under the skin and 
inside the cells can be just as severe in the lives of individuals not measuring up to the genetic standards. 

For example, if access to this information is not restricted, employers could end up denying employment 



to job applicants and insurers might refuse to cover those with dispositions towards certain illnesses. If 
standards of genetic privacy are not rigorously enforced, one might very well see signs in windows 
reading "chromosomally challenged need not apply". Such placards would be reminscient of those once 
directed towards Irish jobseekers. 

Of an even greater concern is that those falling on the wrong side of such genetic tests might be denied 
the right of life itself. Often those wanting such tests justify them on the grounds that it is more merciful 
to put an unborn child out of its misery than to compel the child to live a life of hardship. However, 
though few have the courage to say it in these politically correct times, but on whom exactly do such 
parents worry such hardship will fall? Many times such a concern is little more than a sanctimonious 
euphemism that the parents don't want to be bothered with a child that does not measure up to their 
expectations. If that is the case, perhaps they should have refrained from those actions that conceive a 
child in the first place. 

But who are we to say that someone with abilities less than ours does not enjoy what life they have been 
given or if they are even aware how they differ from others? I myself did not know I was born blind in 
one eye until my mother sat me down and explained it to me as a child and to this day don't really give it 
all that much thought until I occasionally stump my toe or nearly walk into someone. 

Provided safeguards are enacted to oversee what can be done with such information, genetic testing by 
itself does not represent an overwhelming moral threat. However, when it comes to actually tinkering 
with the genetic composition of the species, society must be insistent about to what extent this 
technology may be implemented. 

In regards to correcting disease, most believers are not overly concerned about intervention for this 
purpose since repairs to the physical body could be seen as an extension of the dominion mandate to 
ease suffering and exhibit compassion in the lives of fellow human beings. For instance, on what 
grounds does one allow one person to have a pair of glasses or to have a diseased gallbladder removed 
but deny another person to have the affliction they suffer from cured on the grounds that alleviating the 
condition somehow contradicts God's intended will for the life of that individual? 

Yet believers and others holding to the integrity of the species must part company over the use of this 
technology with humanists and now even transhumanists (a relatively new movement seeking to utilize 
technology to transcend the limitations of humanity through the merger of mankind with machines or 
even other species). Adherents of the humanist and transhumanist perspectives conjecture why must 
medical science stop at repairing defects or deficiencies in the human genetic makeup and why can't 
these advances be utilized to make enhancements and improvements? For example, some scientists are 
now looking into engineering a human being with wings not unlike Angel from the X-Men or Hawkman 
from DC Comics; the navy would no doubt love to have a sailor with gills as depicted in the early 90 's 
sci-fi drama Seaquest: DSV. 

As amusing as such innovations might be, they do not respect the integrity of the human species as 
created by God. Instead of accepting the fullness of life that He intended for us, they seek to substitute 
man's will for His. Furthermore, even though these concepts are often highlighted in speculative 
literature, this very same literary genre also warns of the dangers that result when nature is tampered 
with in this manner. 

Often these stories take two basic forms as to the dangers that result when genetic technology is not 
limited. The first take on this scenario depicts a situation where those tinkered with at the genetic level 
are treated as second class individuals used and persecuted for their special abilities by the elites that run 
society. Examples of this approach would be the cloned Grand Army Of The Republic in Star Wars 
(better known as the stormtroopers) and the mutants irom X-Men who, though depicted more as being 



the result of evolutionary natural selection rather than the product of direct intentional intervention, face 
considerable prejudice such as government registration in America and enslavement in the fictional 
nation of Genosha. 

In the second kind of story warning about unlimited genetic experimentation, the roles are reversed from 
the first kind of story in that the genetically superior lord and rule over baseline human beings, referred 
to by the Psi Corps on Babylon 5 as "mundanes". This theme was quite prevalent in the work of Gene 
Roddenberry despite his otherwise optimistic view of the future. In Star Trek, it was predicted that a 
series of conflicts would grip the world near the beginning of the twenty- first century known as "The 
Eugenics Wars" centering around the rise and fall of a genetically engineered world ruler named Khan 
Noonian Singh. Interestingly, this was not Roddenberry's only cautionary take on the issue. In Gene 
Roddenberry s Andromeda, the great intergalactic commonwealth was brought to an end through the 
treachery of a genetically engineered human subspecies known as the Nietzscheans of all things. 

Enthusiastic technocrats contend that advances in biotechnology will mark the beginning of humanity's 
golden age. However, unless we place limitations on both the means and outcomes of this progress, the 
price of this seeming improvement in our quality of life might be nothing short of our very humanity 
itself. 

One of the most complex issues the church faces today is whether it is right or wrong to use gene 
therapy to cure various diseases such as metabolic and nuerological disorders. And for the most part, 
while there is nothing inherently wrong in utilizing this technology to alleviate suffering, it should be 
done in a cautious manner. 

Scott Rae points out that correcting defective genes would fall under the creation mandate given in the 
Book of Genesis where man is instructed to have dominion over the earth (177). Thus, since we live in 
a fallen world where it is often difficult to fulfill this calling without assistance, gene therapy is on the 
surface no more immoral than using corrective surgery to remove an inflamed appendix. 

However, additional caution is required in considering the ramifications of what kind of gene therapy is 
utilized. For example, somatic gene cell therapy, which is the addition of a gene to the body to either 
activate dormant genes or counter the effects of defectives ones, would be an ethically viable option 
since the procedure only alters the patient giving their consent and does not impact future generations. 

However, germ line therapy might require a bit more consideration. In this procedure, genetic material 
is added to either embryos or to gametes to correct the defect which in turn is passed on to all 
succeeding generations. According to Rae, some might argue this could be considered ethically dubious 
since succeeding generations are having their genetic code (the very foundation of their physical 
essence) manipulated without their consent (176). Yet if undertaken in an attempt to alleviate disease 
and suffering, it is doubtful those yet to be born will complain all that much. 

The issue, ultimately, with germ line therapy is not so much using it to cure or prevent disease but rather 
that its enthusiasts may have claimed it can accomplish more than it can deliver at the current level of 
technological development. As the rate of change continues to accelerate and the time span between 
innovations continues to decrease, it may seem as if we have been living in a high-tech world for a very 
long time. However, one must remember it was only a few short years ago that it was announced that 
the human genome had been decoded. 

Rae persuasively warns, "One pressing concern for germ line therapy is that given how much molecular 
biologists still do not understand about the genetic code, the risks to future generations of a genetic 
alteration are largely unknown. If such alterations turn out to produce unanticipated but harmful effects, 
there will be no way of stopping such harm to succeeding generations (176)." What might be thought to 



prevent a disease in one generation could cause something much worse down the road. 

Technology can indeed improve humanity's overall quality of life. Yet since we live in a fallen world, 
we much realize that these marvelous innovations can just as easily open the door to new kinds of 
heartache as well. 

Using Abram & Hagar To Understand Reproductive Technology 

Scripture reminds us there is nothing new under the sun. And even though the way certain things are 
accomplished and the settings might change to some degree, most human dramas have not changed all 
that much since the earliest days of recorded history. 

One such desire that has been a constant throughout the passing millennia has been the longing to have 
children. Both classic literature and front page headlines attest to the length some will go to to satisfy 
the parental impulse. Here in our enlightened and progressive era are those wearing their sophistication 
on their sleeves for all to see who would say that there is no reason medically or morally why the desire 
for children cannot be fulfilled for those seeking to have the role of primary adult caretaker in the life of 
a specific young person. 

One venue to which couples unable to have children of their own have turned is surrogate motherhood. 
In this arrangement, the genetic material of the husband is implanted for the purposes of impregnation in 
a fecund woman who agrees to turn over custody of the child (often for a hefty sum of money) to the 
biological father and his wife. To those seeing marriage as little more than a contract instituted by 
human beings with little purpose beyond establishing a stable social order, its slight alteration among 
consenting adults is of little consequence. However, from an examination of Genesis 16, we see that 
utilizing a woman other than the wife one is married to in the eyes of God is fraught with consequences 
that cannot initially be predicted. 

From the text, the reader gathers the following facts. Though God had promised an heir to Abram and 
Sarai, it seemed to them that they would remain barren since they were getting along in years. So Sarai 
suggested that Abram go to her servant Hagar and father a child through her. 

Being a typical man, Abram readily agreed and took Hagar as a second wife. After Hagar conceived, 
like a typical woman Sarai chewed out Abram when doing exactly as he was told by his wife did not 
turn out exactly as she expected. 

This happened in part when Hagar copped an attitude that she was more of a woman than Sarai since 
Hagar conceived, no doubt rubbing it in her employer's face. Caught in the middle, Abram let the 
catfight continue and told Sarai to do as she pleased with Hagar. So since she was mistreated by Sarai, 
Hagar ran away. However, Hagar eventually returned to Abram to have Ishmael after being told by the 
Lord to do so and after being promised that she would be the mother of a great nation in her own right as 
well. 

This text is fraught with a number of ethical issues. For starters, there is the near universal desire to 
have a family. Often a central motivating impulse in normal circumstances, that compulsion must have 
been overwhelming when it was prophesied that one's offspring would come to influence all the world. 

Second, there is the issue of the sanctity of marriage. From Scripture, it is taught that the standard is 
matrimony between one man and one woman as it says two shall become one flesh, not three. As such, 
wherever there are two ladies competing to be queen of the castle there will inevitably be conflict. 
There is also the issue of Abram stepping up to the plate and taking care of Ishmael and Hagar even if it 
would be more convenient to get them out of the way. 



Some might question what bearing the Abram-Sarai-Hagar triangle has to do with the modern practices 
of surrogacy. For today the process is much more clinical. 

The surrogate is not brought into the family as a concubine or second wife (except in parts of Utah 
perhaps) and the man does not get to lay back and enjoy the delights of his harem. However, there is 
still the possibility of what was undertaken as an effort to acquire some of the most profound joy human 
beings can experience (namely having a family) spiraling out of control in terms of heartache and 
jealousy. 

For example, in the case of Elizabeth Whitehead who was contracted to be a surrogate, wads of cash 
were not enough to extinguish maternal feelings and a nasty custody fight ensued. Frankly, a woman 
would have to be a borderline sociopath to be able to sever the bond with the child that grew within her 
for nine months. Frankly, that is not really the kind of defective mental process a rational man would 
want to introduce into his gene pool anyway. 

Secondly, since the child becomes the child of the wife merely as the result of legal maneuvering, one 
must wonder just how attached she will be to the child as there is likely to be buried deep some kind of 
resentment that the husband had to turn to another woman (even if no "recreation satisfaction" was 
involved) to acquire a child. Even though Sarai instigated this ordeal in part to claim the child as her 
own, she certainly had few qualms about tossing both Hagar and the child out on her ear when things got 
tense. 

This brings us to the only ethically viable alternative for the Christian couple that wants to both honor 
God and enjoy family life beyond the marital relationship. If the wife is consistent and sincere that it 
does not matter if the child she is to raise is biologically hers or not, the couple should be informed that 
adoption is a way of fulfilling this desire that still honors the two-as-one ideal of marriage while 
assisting a child that would otherwise face this cruel world unloved. If the couple is insistent that the 
child must be of their biological lineage, the Christian couple wanting to please God by keeping His 
commandments must pray for patience to wait upon the will of the Lord if they are to become parents 
and have fun while trying to find out. 

The Morality Of Stem Cell Research 

In light of the suffering endured by beloved celebrities such as such as Christopher Reeve and Michael J. 
Fox, many Americans have been swayed as to the propriety of stem cell research as a potential cure for 
alleviating some of the most horrible conditions imaginable such as paralysis, Parkinson's, and cancer. 
However, as with many of the other things set before him promising comfort and prosperity, the 
believing Christian must weigh the costs and benefits on the scales of Biblical truth before he can either 
accept or reject what this technology may have to offer. 

Thus far we know the following. Medical science has determined that stem cells posses the potential of 
being altered into other kinds of cells. This could potentially make them useful in curing various kinds 
of diseases. 

The controversy arises over the source from which these cells are harvested. One possible source are 
mature stem cells obtained from adults. This extraction does not harm the donor. The drawback is, 
however, that it is believed it may not be possible to manipulate mature stem cells into becoming the 
different kinds of cells doctors and scientists may need to treat all the conditions begging for medical 
attention. 

On the other hand, it has been suggested that stem cells obtained from embryos may be a more fruitful 
source. These may prove easier to alter since they have not yet matured. The main drawback, however, 



is that the embryo must be destroyed in order to obtain the stem cells for research and experimentation. 

This debate has become one of the foremost issues in contemporary American politics as both sides 
make a number of compelling ethical claims. On the one hand, advocates of embryonic stem cell 
research often suffer from afflictions those of reasonably good health cannot possibly understand at this 
given point in our lives. It is only natural that they and their loved ones would want research into what 
could be the most effective cure. Yet on the other hand, there are concerns about the destiny of the 
embryo from which the stem cells are taken since the fertilized egg is a self-contained genetically 
distinct living human organism. 

The foremost ethical principle bearing on this dispute is the sanctity of human life. Interestingly, in this 
case the principle is being invoked by both sides of the debate. Thus, one almost needs the wisdom of 
Solomon in attempting to apply the concept in a judicious manner. Since the suffering are beings 

made in the image of God, medical science does have a duty to do what it can to ease the misery of the 
profoundly ill. That said though, society in general and the medical establishment in particular must go 
out of its way to defend innocent human life that cannot protect itself. 

It is against the law to destroy an eagle egg which is essentially an unborn eagle. Then why should it 
then be permissible to kill an unborn child since it is a principle Biblical in origin traditionally accepted 
throughout Western society that a human being is infinitely more valuable than any animal? For if His 
eye is on the sparrow, then I know He's watching me. 

Furthermore, with all the efforts by activists lobbying for funding for embryonic stem cell research, it is 
doubtful that most of the public is being told the entire picture regarding these developments in medical 
science. According to columnist Charles Krauthammar, who is himself a paraplegic and a trained 
physician, in a column from October 15, 2004 titled "Anything to get elected" posted at Townhall.com 
claims of those such as John Kerry and John Edwards that hold out the hope of such miracle cures only 
if Americans vote for the right candidates, "In my 25 years in Washington, I have never seen a more 
loathsome display of demagoguery." Krauthammar goes on to point out that it could be another 
generation before scientists are anywhere close to finding a cure for paralysis and that NIH stem cell 
researcher Ronald McKay has admitted that "stem cells as an Alzheimer's cure are a fiction but that 
people need a fairytale." 

Furthermore, even if embryonic stem cells prove more malleable than their adult counterparts, we might 
not like the results. According to a LifeNews.com story by Steven Ertelt titled "Embryonic Stem Cell 
Research Causes Tumors", University of Rochester researchers found that, while stem cells injected into 
the brains of rats to ease the symptoms of Parkinson's did help a number of the rodents, a number of the 
cells began growing in a manner that would have led to tumors. 

Apart from the harm that might befall the recipients of the procedure, it would still remain morally 
dubious even if it returned the patients to robust health and vitality Writing in another column entitled 
"Stem Cell Miracle?: An Advance This Side Of Bush's Moral Line" appearing in the January 12, 2007 
Washington Post, Charles Krauthammar admits that, even though he himself supports abortion and does 
not believe life begins at conception, he is leery of what may result should some kind of restriction not 
be placed on embryonic research. Krauthammar warns, "You don't need religion to tremble at the 
thought of unrestricted embryo research. You simply have to have a healthy respect for the human 
capacity for doing evil in pursuit of the good. Once we have taken the position of many stem cell 
advocates that embryos are discardable tissue with no more intrinsic value than a hangnail, then the 
barriers are down. What is to prevent us from producing not just tissues and organs but humanlike 
organisms for preservation as a source of future body parts on demand?" 

This possibility has been explored in a number of imaginative contexts. On "Gene Rodenberry's: Earth 



Final Conflict", one episode depicted human bodies not quite allowed to develop consciousness kept in a 
state similar to suspended animation until their organs were needed. In the movie "The Island" starring 
Ewan MacGregor, clones were kept in a guarded facility until their parts were needed by their genetic 
progenitors. 

The fundamental guiding principle of medicine is to do no harm. That lofty ideal ought to apply to both 
the patient seeking services as well as the individual from which the cure could very well be extracted. 

Abolished Planetarium Placed Under The Microscope 

According to the 4/2/10 edition of the Washington Post, a number of school districts are on the verge of 
closing down their planetariums. Planetariums are structures where images of the stellar skies are 
recreated using assorted audio visual equipment. 

Educational administrators claim that, in this era of limited budgetary resources, it costs too much to 
make the technological enhancements necessary to ensure a similar wow factor among the students of 
today accustomed to the visual wonders capable with advanced electronics. While that may be true to 
an extent, there is also an orientation of pedagogical methodology here that will impact generations of 
school children to come and possibly play a role in determining what kind of country America will 
become. 

Constance Skelton, Science Supervisor for Arlington, Virginia schools mused, according to the 
Washington Post, "...that while the space race provided a captivating, teachable moment for yesterday's 
budding scientist, newer issues such as climate change are likely to inspire tomorrows." 

So in other words, instead of encouraging young minds to marvel at the wonders of the universe, to 
expand the frontiers of knowledge, and to increase prosperity, students are to be conditioned into 
embracing the limitations decided upon for them by elites and shamed for enjoying a standard of 
technology beyond that utilized by the hominid apemen from the opening scenes of 2001: A Space 
Odyssey. This is what it means to emphasize the Ecology Age over the Space Age. 

It is not reading too much into things to make such a point. It is the systematic goal of progressivist 
liberalism at all levels of government and culture to curtail American power and influence even if the 
other world powers have no intentions of abiding by such diminished expectations. 

For example, the Obama administration announced in 2010 the cancellation of the Constellation 
program, essentially scrapping plans to return to the Moon that would have eventually established a 
permanent lunar base. Neither is there even much of a plan to replace America's decommissioned space 
shuttle fleet. 

Instead, the NASA of the 21st century will rely primarily on the Russian space service to ferry personnel 
and supplies back and forth to the International Space Station. No wonder that orbital port's intended 
name of "Freedom" was dropped before the project even got off the ground. 

Just because Obama is giddy about U.S. power and influence receding into the sunset, that doesn't mean 
other nations are going to be as contented about curtailing their scope. Both China and India have 
aspirations about visiting the Earth's only natural satellite. 

Big deal, those with terrestrially bound imaginations might respond. Isn't going to the Moon nothing 
more than a photo op where astronauts do little more than plant the flag and knock a few golf balls 
around in microgravity? 



The Moon represents much more to the planetary power willing to plant its flag there than a mere 
symbolic effort and gesture. It will be from the Moon that mankind will set sail out into the cosmos and 
the Moon could very well be a vital staging area for any planetary empire seeking to control or exert 
influence over the Earth itself. 

Does anyone believe that the world will be better off with outer space under the control of the Red 
Chinese and Russia or rather the United States? 

Whether or not school districts really have the financial resources to continue their planetarium 
programs is not the primary issue. What should concern every American is that such a reason would be 
invoked to justify dismantling imagination and thus the opportunities of future generations. 

Protecting Clones 

Though it was not the only reason, the American Civil War was fought in part because a significant 
percentage of the population came to be seen as less than completely human. It is said if we don't learn 
from the past we are doomed to repeat it and the only thing we learn from history is that we don't learn 
anything from history. As such, if society as a whole does not stop to consider certain bio-technical 
developments now being considered, the world could be in for a nightmare that could make the 
bloodshed, death, and heartache of the Civil War pale in comparison. 

In popular culture and elite scientific circles alike, cloning is being heralded as a process through which 
humanity will be ushered onto the cusp of a golden age in terms of advances in the areas of agriculture 
and medicine. As with most advances, those with an entrepreneurial inclination are already positioning 
themselves to take advantage economically of the opportunities looming on the horizon. 

For example, on April 3, 2001, the United States Patent and Trademark Office issued Patent US 
6,211,429 for a process for animal cloning. One must keep in mind that, apart from agricultural 
applications, such research is initially tried on animals with the hopes of eventually perfecting the 
techniques for human usage. 

One scholar concerned about the application of this utilitarian mindset to human beings where people 
could end up being used as something not all that different than barnyard livestock is Paige Cunningham 
of the Center For Bioethics and Human Dignity. In response, he has formulated a set of principles that 
could very well stop this tragedy before things get too far out of hand. 

The first principle has been stated as the following: "Every human being, however conceived or created, 
is unique and deserving of protection. From a religious perspective, humans are different than animals 
and above all animals because humans alone are created in the image of God." This principle is Biblical 
as it respects the individuality of the human being as a unique creation no matter how he might have 
been brought into the world. Even though we might find it unsettling that an individual might be grown 
in a laboratory and not as the result of a loving (or at least pleasurable) coupling of his parents, that is no 
reason why, as Cunningham's declaration argues, such a person should not be granted the same 
privileges and protections enjoyed by the remainder of our species. 

Part of the justification for the first principle, while theologically sound from a religious perspective, 
that human beings are different than animals because humans alone are created in the image of God, 
unfortunately may be tougher to sell in a culture contaminated by Darwinian materialism. It is not only 
from a religious perspective that human beings are different from the remainder of the animal kingdom 
but in the manner of our fundamental ontology as well. When was the last time someone saw 
chimpanzees constructing medical facilities or dolphins cogitating on declarations to protect themselves 
from doing harm to one another? Someone might think they are an animal when it comes to themselves 



but seldom do they want to be treated like one. 

Cunningham's second principle has been stated thusly: "Every human being has the right to individual 
autonomy; i.e. that his or her bodily integrity must not be invaded or compromised by others." The first 
principle was forceful in its conviction to the point of almost being too explicitly religious in that it 
overlooked the biological uniqueness of man in favor of the theological. The second, though well 
intended, rings with a bit of the vagueness this declaration was promulgated to protect against. 

While the Christian can agree with the principle that in most instances that the bodily integrity of the 
individual must not be invaded or compromised by others, the proposition is not always absolute. 
Unless enunciated in a strong pro-life context as intended, platitudes about not compromising the bodily 
integrity of the individual were the very kind of statements that got the ball rolling down the hill of 
human devaluation in the first place all in the name of "choice" and banshees wailing in the street 
slogans such as "keep your laws off my body". One must be clear that the unborn child (either growing 
in the womb or in the laboratory) possesses the same protections against bodily harm as those enjoyed 
by the parents. 

The third principle, that no person has the right to enslave, own, or control any human being regardless 
of their stage of biological development, is a sound reminder of the basic principles this nation was 
founded upon, went through numerous struggles to extend to all those living here, and continues to 
expand into the twenty-first century. This principle does a superb job of upholding the innate dignity of 
the individual as created in the image of God and the equality of all men before Him irrespective of their 
power or status. 

The fourth principle contends that any organism that is genetically human is a human being. While this 
statement is necessary in this Postmodern age that loves nothing better than to play word games in an 
attempt to justify all kinds of moral outrages, in academic circles and the popular press where secular 
philosophy and the Christian worldview clash almost constantly the position may already be in need of 
modification. 

Though it may sound like science fiction, there is a growing movement called "Transhumanism" that 
seeks to expand the abilities of mankind beyond the limitations imposed by the biology of the species 
through genetic or technological enhancements. Some propose to accomplish this by combining human 
and animal DNA. 

Therefore, at some point ethicists, theologians, and concerned scientists are going to have to sit down 
and hash out what is the bare minimum of human DNA a person can have and still be considered a 
human being. For example, is an organism with only 90% human DNA worthy of protection as a human 
being? Such statements may cause one to chuckle, but the matter is so serious, according to Tom Horn 
ofRaidersNewsUpdate.com, that neuroscientists experimenting on mice by injecting human brain cells 
into the skulls of these rodents are under orders to destroy these vermin if they start to exhibit signs of 
intelligence. 

The fifth principle holds that "A cloned embryo is distinct and separate from the person donating the 
genetic material, and therefore is a unique being protected in law." This is a principle that Christians 
need to be at the forefront of championing. 

Often the cloning discussion is framed in terms of setting aside a genetic savings account for a rainy day. 
For example, if someone needed a spare kidney or liver, one could simply thaw out a non-sentient 
replicant kept in suspended animation for just such an emergency. However, what really happens when 
a cloning takes place is more akin to forming a twin of oneself or, if one is unsettled by such age 
differences between siblings, parenting a child in a non-traditional format. As close as these human 



relationships are, at no time may we use our family members as spare parts without their consent. 

The last principle holds that, "No person or institution has the right to control or profit from any process 
designed to clone a human being." While it is a good idea to take the profitability and power out of the 
cloning process as such an action would cut down on firms entering into this undertaking (including 
government), if we wait to the point where we attempt to regulate the procedure where it is legislated 
that the technique must benefit all mankind, things may have already reached the point of no return. 
Such a response would imply that cloning had already become widespread. Rather, Christians in 
positions of influence should instead get busy cultivating, as Pope John Paul II use to call it, an ethic of 
life where blatant disregard for other human beings is such an anathema that no self-respecting scientist 
would consider participating in such research. 

Overall, the policy declaration suggested by Paige Cunningham is to be commended as a good starting 
point for those within the church to start thinking about these kinds of issues that they may have not 
taken the time to consider previously but that are about to role over our country and change it in 
fundamental ways that we do not like unless we rise up now to set things on a better moral path. 

Balancing Parental Authority & The Child's Well Being 

Traditionally, there are few things American cherish more than the freedom of religion as embodied by 
the First Amendment and their families. Normally, these ideals do not conflict all that much since these 
work together to allow the greatest good for the greatest number. However, as aberrant theologies gain 
in prominence, these social pillars have the potential of increasingly coming into conflict. 

As a religious sect adhering to a legalistic view of salvation, the Jehovah Witnesses believe that it is a 
matter of eternal importance to avoid blood transfusions at all costs, even at the price of health and life 
itself. It is generally accepted that parents have the right to raise their children in compliance with the 
beliefs of the respective family's faith. To adherents of the Watchtower Society, this means they ought 
to be able to refuse medical treatment for their children requiring blood transfusions. However, as the 
institution charged with overseeing the physical well being of those residing within its boundaries 
(especially for those unable to do so for themselves), the state might have other priorities as to whether 
or not an ailing child receives a blood transfusion. 

What makes this such a compelling example is the variety of ethical issues of the most visceral variety 
involved. Foremost among these is the freedom of religion. 

Here in the United States, ideally citizens are allowed to believe what they want and pretty much 
permitted to live according to these principles so long as they do not infringe upon the well being and 
liberties of others from an activist standpoint. Relatedly, it is believed parents have the right to raise 
their children in accord with these principles and overall children are better off under the care of parents 
that genuinely love them than under detached bureaucracies. 

That said, the state has the obligation to protect the physical well-being of those that cannot do so for 
themselves. Unfortunately, this may often include small children unable to defend themselves against 
parents that do not have their priorities in order. 

Fundamental to the American conception of human rights is the phrase contained in the Declaration of 
Independence of "life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." Without life, the other two are essentially 
meaningless. 

As such, in most instances life must take precedence. This is especially essential in cases where the 
individual for whom the decision is being made is unable to make an informed one on their own. 



If the Jehovah Witness child was a teenager or an intelligent adolescent that refused medical treatment 
with the consent of the parents, the state should mind its own business and refrain from interference. It 
is generally considered improper to force treatment upon someone that does not want it since is their 
own life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness that is at stake. 

However, two year olds are unable to make such decisions on their own. It would not be right for 
parents on their own to deny liberty and the pursuit of happiness to a child whose life is in need of direct 
emergency medical intervention. 

While the state has the imperative and obligation to protect the lives of its most innocent members, that 
does not mean its agents should eagerly rush in to break up families as is the mindset of many in so- 
called "child protective services" in a manner akin to Janet Reno bursting in with guns blazing into the 
Branch Dravidian compound. Rather, the notion that one may lure more flies with sugar than vinegar 
may be a more appropriate strategy. 

First, hospital officials should assure the parents that everything is being done to treat the child initially 
with procedures that do not necessarily involve a blood transfusion. Secondly, in discussions of this 
kind of case, Roe notes that in certain circumstances an appeal to Watchtower officials might be able to 
persuade them to permit the transfusion even though it is not in compliance with the sect's normal policy 
(120). 

Such an instance might also be better handled by the hospital chaplain or Christian acquaintances since 
it might make the parents even more defensive if confronted by hospital personnel or child protection 
bureaucrats that hand down edicts with all the compassion of the IRS or DMV. As fellow theists though 
of a considerably different persuasion, the chaplain or Christian friend could discuss the passages from 
which the prohibitions against blood transfusions are drawn and explain in a kind and understanding 
manner how they do not necessarily apply and how God forgives those that ask and that no deed other 
than the failure to believe in the death and resurrection of Christ for our sins is beyond redemption by 
His blood. 

The bond between parent and child is strong. Under normal circumstances, a loving parent is not going 
to allow harm to come to that child without taking action. However, in rare instances where the child is 
in danger of imminent loss of life and is not competent as to consent to their own medical treatment and 
parents forbid intervention on the part of physicians, authorities from the various spheres overseeing 
medical services may be required to use their assorted forms of influence to persuade the parents that it 
is in the best interests of the child to allow treatment. At first, this should be done in a friendly and 
conversational manner. However, if they do not relent, higher authorities such as the courts and social 
services may need to be consulted in a judicious manner that preserves the physical well being of the 
child as well as inflict minimal damage to the integrity of the parent/child relationship. 

Writer Wrong On Abortion 

While believing his own arguments to be correct, the points made by Alec Randall in the 10/19/94 
Prince George's Sentinel are totally incorrect regarding abortion. 

For starters, simply because a practice has been conducted by a particular culture does not make that 
practice moral or correct. 

Even if unborn children have not been considered to be human throughout human history, that is not 
justification to deny them this status. 



If we are to use history as the sole justification for current practice, it follows that Mr. Randall sees 



nothing wrong with slavery or violent Anti-Semitism. 

Furthermore, it needs to be pointed out that miscarried babies are as mourned over as other lost infants. 

Parents often grieve over this tragedy for years, with some perhaps even choosing to have Christian 
funeral services for their departed loved ones. 

It also needs to be pointed out that, unlike Northern European cultures, societies such as the Chinese and 
Latin American count age from conception and not birth. 

At birth, the child is considered to be a year old. 

However, the life of an individual is but a vapor and time merely a human perception meant to give 
sensory input a chronological order; it is not justification giving a license to slaughter a child. 

Using the criteria of "the capacity to think" and "to be aware of one's environment" as measures of 
humanity ought to send chills down the spine of anyone concerned with the elderly, injured, 
developmentally disabled, or feebleminded. 

Individuals are not slabs of meat to be disposed of because they cannot find a place on a bureaucrat's 
ledger. 

In conclusion, one of the few legitimate government functions is to protect the lives of the innocent — 
unborn and taxpaying property owner alike. 

This does not include, contrary to Mr. Randall's opinion, the right of men and women to fornicate and to 
slaughter the outcome of their lust. 

If The Allegation Of Genocide Fits, Wear It 

Imagine, if you will, a parallel universe not unlike our own but noticeably different, or — better yet — 
maybe even our own world several decades or even a century hence. In this hypothetical realm, the 
fundamental liberties of an entire class of individuals are systematically violated since these people do 
not measure up to the criteria delineating what constitutes a human being by either possessing 
undesirable features or unacceptable origins. A number of conscientious citizens, realizing that all men 
are created equal with certain inalienable rights such as life and liberty, regardless of arbitrary 
characteristics without reference to individual innocence, use peaceable tactics of speech and assembly 
to persuade their countrymen as to the moral impropriety of the position enshrined as official policy. 

Normally, such courageous voices are heralded as heroes — be they the Abolitionists of early American 
History crusading against slavery or the X-Men of Marvel comics confronting anti-mutant animus. 
However, when such a principled stance is taken in our own day in the real world, it is not uncommon 
for those who congratulate themselves the most as to their sensitivity, tolerance, and broadmindedness to 
rank among the loudest in enunciating contempt for their contemporaries who embrace a competing but 
more traditional conception of justice. 

At the University of Maryland, the campus chapter of Students for Life, in conjunction with the Center 
for Bioethical Reform, put on exhibit a display entitled "The Genocide Awareness Project" depicting 
man's inhumanity to man. This photo montage drew parallels between various atrocities such as the 
Holocaust, the lynching of innocent Blacks, and the contemporary practice of abortion since each was 
the result of denying the basic humanity of those losing their lives in these ghastly manners. 



On the campus of the modern secular university where you will find victiologists who can think of no 
cheerier way to spend a day than to mope about lamenting assorted woes and slights (both real, 
imagined, and exaggerated), one would think another chance to commiserate human suffering would be 
looked forward to and applauded. However, even those enjoying pity parties the most aren't up to the 
festivities when it is their own ideological compatriots who bear the responsibility for unleashing the 
horror and bloodshed of abortion upon the world in which we live. 

When confronted with the concrete reality of abortion (that being dismembered and dissolved babies 
rather than whimsical platitudes reverencing choice, dignity, and other manipulative sociological blather 
glamorizing this crime), counter-demonstrators told the campus paper, the Diamondback, "Decisions 
should not be based on propaganda. This just enraged me so much that they're comparing a woman's 
right to choose to the Holocaust and lynchings... Decisions should not be based on propaganda." One 
might point out that last statement itself wreaks of sloganeering. 

Such leftist sensibilities were echoed in a letter to the Diamondback by the presidents of the Black and 
Jewish student unions. These budding ethnic malcontents indignantly proclaimed, "The use of graphic 
photos depicting black lynching victims and victims of the Holocaust was a cheap piece of propaganda." 
These race mongers go on to accuse the Genocide Awareness Project of insulting history and exploiting 
tragedy to score political points. 

Haven't assorted multiculturalist rackets turned this into an art form; ever heard of Black History Month 
or the reparations scam? The hypersensitive opposed to this exhibit exposing the horrors of abortion 
beyond a shadow of a doubt repeatedly speak of a reverence for history but just as often ignore the facts 
and truths established by this hallowed field of study. 

According to contemporary academic racialists, mass murder is only a moral outrage when it is targeted 
towards a specified ethnic group. Things aren't quite as bad if you're an equal opportunity killer. At least 
that way, you can't be accused of bias, which might be the greater transgression in the minds of the 
politically correct. 

However, had these rabble rousers actually taken the time to study history instead of bashing the rest of 
us over the head with it, they might be shocked to learn that those who snuff out innocent human in the 
seemingly more antiseptic venue of the "reproductive clinic" wiggled out from the same moral cesspool 
as those who loaded Jews into boxcars and Africans onto slave ships. 

Much of the world abortion movement draws its impetus from Planned Parenthood. This organization 
was, in turn, inspired by Margaret Sanger. 

According to Evangelical researcher Randy Alcorn in Pro-Life Answers To Pro-Choice Arguments, this 
woman propagated a philosophy of eugenics, the idea that individuals of certain racial backgrounds, 
handicaps, or mental deficiencies should be forbidden from or manipulated into not reproducing for the 
genetic betterment of mankind. In pursuit of this dystopian vision, Sanger's sympathies were startlingly 
Nazi-like in their animus towards Gypsies, Jews, and even Christians. Her so-called "Negro Project" 
was specifically designed to promulgate contraception and abortion in Black communities. 

Multiculturalists would like nothing more than to elevate their own favorite tragedies by laying 
proprietary claim to the ephemeral boogeyman of hate. According to these activists, since these 
atrocities are motivated by "pure hate" — as opposed to a diluted off-the-shelf variety — killing an even 
greater number of innocents for more mercenary reasons isn't quite as bad. 

But when you come down to it, what exactly makes "hate" hate? At it's core, hate boils down to a 
disregard for others and the elevation of the self beyond the limitations of propriety and decorum. 



Hate, therefore, transcends merely disliking someone for being someone. The carjacker or home-invader 
gunning down his victim is no more a humanitarian than the SS guard tossing the Zyklon B into the gas 
chamber. Likewise, the motives of those casting their lots with homicidal totalitarian movements were as 
"complex" as those seeking abortions the presidents of the Black and Jewish student unions endeavor to 
excuse in their misguided epistle. 

Some Nazis were as motivated by a lust for power as any blatant ethnic animosity. Slave traders were as 
motivated by greed as their contempt for the African people. In both cases, many involved simply 
embodied the same detached bureaucratic mentality displayed by abortion clinic administrators and 
personnel summarized by Hannah Arendt's phrase "The Banality of Evil." 

Why, then, change our tunes when a gaggle of whiny Feminists take center stage? Even though they 
have not achieved literary immortality on par with Anne Frank or Frederick Douglas, who are we to say 
aborted babies don't feel as much pain in their brief and brutally interrupted lives? The Genocide 
Awareness is to be commended for focusing attention on this neglected historical tragedy many so- 
called "scholars" would prefer to sweep beneath the academic carpet. 

The Church & Abortion 

In the debate over abortion, one of the most popular rhetorical tricks to be raised as to why the procedure 
should remain legal is about the financial hardship that will result if the procedure is prohibited. While 
this may be true in a number of instances, the Christian must uphold certain principles that go beyond 
financial matters. 

Often those using this argument to defend abortion make their case something like this. A woman 
comes to counseling revealing that she is two months pregnant and intends to have an abortion. She 
claims she is considering this because this is her eighth child and her family is already enduring 
financial hardship. 

From a moral standpoint, there are a number of issues of concern here. 

First, there is the utilitarian dilemma of the needs of the many outweighing the needs of the few or the 
one. An additional child would be a strain on the family's resources and possibly make the lives of the 
other children even bleaker. 

On the other hand, even among those that believe capital punishment is legitimate, it is an 
unconscionable impropriety to impose such a penalty upon someone that has done nothing wrong 
whatsoever. The unborn child did not ask to be conceived. Frankly, it would therefore be no more 
proper to kill an unborn child because of his potential to be a burden than it would be to drown the 
oldest when he became a teenager because of the propensity of those around that age to undergo a spurt 
in appetite. 

Those finding themselves in such circumstances have three basic courses of action from which to 
choose. First there is abortion. Second, the child could be put up for adoption. Thirdly, the mother 
could be provided with some kind of charitable assistance that would allow her to keep the baby while 
still providing for the other children. 

From the Christian standpoint, abortion is unacceptable since it is the taking of an innocent human life. 

Adoption would be an acceptable course of action if no other arrangements could be made as the mother 
would be putting the best interests of the child first if it came down to it by giving the child a shot at life 
with a family more capable of meeting the child's needs. The only drawback would likely be the 



emotional regret and heartache likely to result years down the road as parents and child play "what 
might have been" in the theater of the mind. 

The best alternative, and ironically the one requiring the most nuanced answer, would be to provide the 
mother with some kind of assistance (both financial and spiritual) that would allow the mother to keep 
the baby while making sure the needs of the other family members are also being met. However, this 
should not be without strings attached on the part of the church. 

For starters, the mother should be sat down with a financial counselor to determine whether or not the 
family will actually be enduring financial hardship or merely inconvenience as the result of an additional 
child. Will the family have to go without bread and electricity or simply a less comprehensive cable TV 
package and the latest name -brand fashions? 

If it is a matter of merely foregoing luxuries, why should the church be left picking up the bill? For in 
the case of one woman I am familiar with that was on public assistance, she would spend money on 
$300 purses so she could go out to nightclubs where she would no doubt be on the prowl for the father 
of her next child to be conceived outside of marriage. 

Which brings us to the next issue. 

It is not the fault of the children born into these kinds of circumstances. They must receive some degree 
of care (though perhaps not of the ostentatious quality insisted upon by those stricken with the 
entitlement mindset). 

However, if things have gotten to the point where this hypothetical woman continues to procreate 
despite being unable to sufficiently provide for the children she has already been given, someone needs 
to (in a gentle manner) tell her that enough is enough and that she shouldn't have anymore children after 
the one she is presently carrying. Such words might sound jarring to today's ear and that is part of the 
problem. 

Human sexuality has become so unhinged from traditional Biblical morality that it is almost a new 
standard in a standardless world that how ever two consenting adults want to live their lives is OK. 
About the only shame that remains is failure to herald with enthusiasm this "advance" in human 
relationships. 

In speaking on the plight of illegitimacy in the Black community at a panel discussion at the Heritage 
Foundation held on July 26, 2006 titled "Moral Reconstruction: A Model For Urban Transformation 
Conference", Rev. Jesse Lee Peterson remarked things have gotten so bad that, in one church that he 
knew of, the congregation was having a baby shower for a deaconess who had birthed multiple babies 
outside of marriage. If the church is going to become all about what is perceived as compassion in these 
permissive times with no accompanying discipline, it might as well close up shop as the battle will have 
been basically lost at that point. 

Another unpopular question that will get the discerning Christian so much back-sass that it's sometimes 
just easier to keep one's mouth shut and hand over a check or box of diapers is where is the father (or 
fathers as the case may be these days) in all of this? From the way this scenario was presented, it would 
probably be safe to assume that the expectant mother in question probably is not married. Usually 
couples wedded these days that bring this number of children into the world are quite devout and would 
not think of the alternative of abortion to get them through times of difficulty. 

Thus, before the church takes on a long term charity commitment, it is within the realm of ethical 
propriety to ask what avenues are being pursued to compel the father to step forward and assume his 



responsibility. For it is the duty of the father first and foremost to provide for the offspring brought into 
existence through a procreative act from which he derived pleasure. 

The Bible says that he who refuses to provide for his own children is worse than an infidel. Maybe if 
law and culture were sterner with men that indiscriminately toss their seed and give little thought as to 
what might germinate in fertile plots, perhaps they would refrain from tilling the soil until they could 
afford to do so. 

And even if the couple in question is married, before the church dispenses with material charity, it 
should admonish the father to be doing all that is within his power to provide for his family, even if it 
means taking on a second job. If nothing else, at least that way he'll be so tired when he comes home 
there will be scant little time or desire to make another child. Most of his efforts will be directed towards 
caring for the ones he already has. 

Those counseling someone into not having an abortion walk a very delicate line. On the one hand, they 
do not want to drive the individual seeking the advice into having the very procedure hoped to be 
avoided. On the other hand, neither should the counselor gloss over the uncomfortable truths that have 
been ignored at the cost of human lives and broken families over the past several decades. 

The Abortion Holocaust: Killing The Unborn Is Not The Solution To 

Overpopulation 

The Cairo conference wasn't simply a meeting of technocrats hashing over mundane intricacies of global 
policy. Rather, it helped magnify and solidify the deep ideological conflict gripping the world. 

An article in the University of Maryland Diamondback titled "Catholic 101 : Avoiding Reality" further 
revealed just how dedicated the partisans in this conflict really are. 

The thrust of the article informs the reader that birth control and abortion are the only alternatives to 
mankind's supposed population problem. And even if Evangelical Christians, Catholics, and Muslims 
don't like it, they better get on the bandwagon anyway. 

Contrary to the allegations of the column's author, these factions do not oppose abortion in order to 
manufacture more of the faithful. These faiths oppose abortion because these believe the practice is the 
murder of an unborn child created in the image of God. 

An unborn child's heart begins beating within the first two weeks of life inside the mother and is 
therefore a living individual. You can no more justifiably kill the baby than you could a playing toddler. 

Since the enactment of Roe v. Wade, the United States has permitted the slaughter of over 30 million 
children. That is far more than the number of innocent killed by Hitler and Stalin. 

Dear reader, imagine for a moment if you had been one of those children. Because of your mother's 
callous decision, you would have never experienced the wonders of life like snow, sunsets, or baby 
kittens. And for you liberals out there, what if one of those children had the cure for AIDS locked away 
in his potential future? 

The Cairo conference also brought to light the notion that many expect the doctrines of religion to 
groove to the beat of the present day. After all, computerized man knows so much more than an infinite 
God and all the accumulated wisdom of the Ages. 

If certain individuals don't like the doctrines of a specific faith, they are free to withdraw from that 



particular body of belief. Churches do not and should not stick their fingers in the societal winds like 
the Nielsen ratings. 

Religions must maintain certain core beliefs or they are worthless. For if they are that malleable, they 
can offer no comfort or purpose to their adherents. 

A third truth brought to light at the Cairo conference was the totalitarian nature of the United Nations 
and the cronies of Planned Parenthood. 

Even if it is seldom mentioned, the true historical record shows that Planned Parenthood and its founder, 
Margaret Sanger, have sought to curb the procreation of supposedly unfit groups (namely Jews, Blacks, 
Catholics, and Fundamentalist Christians). This same Fascist attitude exhibited itself with the 
conference's attempt to force abortion on cultures that find the practice to be an anathema. Where is the 
outrage of radical multiculturalists who won't shut up when it comes to matters of less importance being 
pushed upon other cultures? 

It seems the population control crowd and their Chicken Little environmentalist friends want to limit 
everyone else's propagation but their own. Vice President Al Gore has four children and I am sure that 
the author of the Diamondback article will protest and even revolt when the State comes to exterminate 
the content of his spouse's womb against the couple's approval. 

Abortion as a method to weed out the unfit is an answer born in the pits of Hell. Through it, the world 
loses millions that could have benefited society in untold ways. 

Think for a moment. What if the Virgin Mary had aborted the Baby Jesus? 

Hers was the most unplanned pregnancy in human history. If she had followed the advice of the Cairo 
conference as a young girl in Palestine, we'd all be on the road to eternal damnation. 

Is Texas Teen Serving Life Sentence For Fetal Murder Or For Practicing Medicine 

Without A License? 

A Texas teen has been given a life sentence for helping his girlfriend — who wanted an abortion — kill 
their unborn twins. 

This scumbag is where he now belongs. But because his tramp can't be prosecuted because of her right 
to an abortion, one is forced to ask is he being sent up the river for fetalcide or for practicing medicine 
without a license? 

To be consistent, shouldn't this sorry excuse for a man be heralded as a hero by the feminists because of 
his unwavering obedience and devotion to a wench whose only standard is her own murderous brand of 
existentialism? 

What about the man's right of choice? Radical feminists will claim he had one before the act of 
copulation. 

But what about the woman? Unless she was raped, the same applies to her as well. To say otherwise is 
to assume the weaker sex is possessed of an ignorance beyond any misconceptions rampant about 
females even in previous centuries. 

Others will insist that stay-at-home abortions are just too dangerous for the "health" of the mother. But 
frankly, professional baby killers don't exactly have a spotless reputation in protecting the lives of their 



pregnant accomplices either. 

The interest of the state comes down not so much to the protection of innocent human life as it is to 
monopolize the lucrative tradecraft of this diabolical industry. 

Biomedical Developments Require Advanced Ethical Reflection 

With advances in medical science, the line between when doctors should intervene to save a life and 
when they should step back to allow nature to take its course has become increasingly blurred. Since 
life sustaining support systems can be financially burdensome and because the average person 
emphatically projects themselves into such a situation and find that they are unsettled in the spirit when 
confronted with these devices, many make statements to their loved ones and even draw up legal 
documents that specify that they do not wish to receive such treatments to sustain their earthly lives. 
However, when the individual enunciates these kinds of concerns to their friends and family, they must 
be explicit as to what they desire or lawyers and related bureaucratic scavengers could very well descend 
around the withering remains to pick and claw as they play the word games for which their breeds are 
infamous amidst shades of ambiguity. 

As an illustration, consider the following. A young mother with two small children has an accident one 
morning that does not kill her but leaves her in a coma. She is taken to the trauma center where she is 
placed on life support. Her husband informs the medical staff that his wife stated that she desired no 
treatment should she ever find herself in such a condition. Since her temperature is rising significantly, 
her physician believes she should be treated for an infection. Her husband does not approve. 

To decide whose wishes should prevail (either her husband's or the doctor's), any bioethics committee 
called in to make a determination would first have to consider a number of factors. For starters, a 
bioethics committee would need to distinguish between extraordinary and ordinary means of treatment. 
According to Rae, ordinary means are those courses of treatment for a disease that offer a reasonable 
hope of benefit to the patient without being excessively burdensome; extraordinary means are those that 
do not offer such hope and place undue burdens on the patient (185). In other words, extraordinary 
means would include things such as respirators that temporarily extend a life that would come to an end 
without the intervention of such a device. Ordinary means would consist of those things that ordinarily 
sustain or improve the normal processes of life such as food and water. Antibiotics could be considered 
an ordinary means of treatment since these substances are administered to curb an infection threatening 
life and health rather than prolonging life that is beginning to fade away. 

Second, the bioethics committee should look into the quality of the of relationship between husband and 
wife. While such a suggestion might seem nosy, in light of certain disturbing aspects of the Terri 
Schiavo case, it would be helpful to know whether the spouse is sincerely seeking to fulfill the wishes of 
their mate in these grim matters or merely looking for an easy way out to make their way on to their next 
victim, I mean partner. 

This case is not that difficult for objective observers with a traditional Judeo-Christian worldview. 
Administering antibiotics to fight off the infection in order to bide more time to ascertain more fully 
God's future plans for this woman would be a moral obligation. More extensive life support measures 
would be a decision best left to the family. The most difficult task might be educating the husband as to 
the distinctions between ordinary and extraordinary means. Though some might consider it 
presumptuous to speak on someone else's behalf, at the time his wife made the statement about not 
wanting treatment if she ever found herself in such a situation, she was probably not referring to 
treatments such as food, water, and regular medicines but rather to things more like breathing tubes and 
respirators. For example, one could argue that, if the "no treatment" criteria was to be upheld as an 



inviolable absolute, the administration of painkillers would have to be withheld as well since these are 
also a form of treatment. 

Furthermore, the medical professional must make it clear that it is not over until it's over. The 
antibiotics do not interfere with the chain of events set into motion by the accident, the outcome of 
which no mortal can know for certain. Rather, these substances prevent an otherwise preventable or 
treatable secondary matter from overtaking the body and weakening it further. By administering the 
antibiotics, the family can better prepare themselves for the ultimate will of God in the life of their loved 
one, which could consist of any number of possible outcomes such as death, healing, or life-long 
disability. 

Even though a number of these states may be far from what we would consider ideal and we might even 
question them sometimes as mere human beings, it is not our place to be the direct cause of the 
conclusion of the process known as life. It is rather the duty of the family and authorized caregivers to 
make the loved one as comfortable as possible and this is most likely what a person means when they 
say they do not want to be subject to all kinds of extraordinary treatments. 

A Moral Analysis Of Physician Assisted Suicide 

It is often difficult to judge someone until you have walked a mile in their shoes. As such, one of the 
most challenging situations imaginable would be for someone in optimal health to counsel the terminally 
ill as to the proper response to legal physician-assisted suicide. 

In this contentious debate, ghouls in lab coats give those wracked with the most horrible of afflictions 
the impression that the only alternatives available are a life of agony or an end hastened by an IV drip. 
However, those in the middle of this debate who relish neither the prospects of drawn out pain nor 
speeding up death as an end in itself can provide a bit of solace in light of life's most intense existential 
crisis for their loved ones and colleagues. 

Many times if these cases are looked at more closely, one does not find someone that is all that eager to 
embrace death as they are to ease overwhelming physical and emotional suffering. The goal in such 
situations ought not be to prolong life beyond what was intended but rather to allow the person's 
existential voyage to reach its conclusion at a natural pace in a more serene manner. 

Therefore, the best course of treatment to counsel the terminally ill consists of the various options to 
control the pain. Rae points out that, though there are cases where pain cannot be controlled, these 
instances are rare and should not be precedent-setting examples upon which a comprehensive policy is 
based (188). It is Rae's assertion that most cases can be controlled through a high-enough amount of 
medication. 

Under the principle known as "the law of double effect", medical personnel could be permitted to 
administer a sufficient quantity of drugs to alleviate the pain even if one of the possible side effects of 
the treatment is death (188). To some, this may sound little different than euthanasia; however, the 
distinction of motive is critical as the patient and medical professionals are not deliberately seeking to 
end life but rather to alleviate suffering aware of the knowledge that death might be an potential 
outcome. When you come down to it, this would not be all that more ethically ambiguous than any 
other risky but necessary medical procedure. 

In his lectures for the Trinity Theological Seminary courses in Apologetics, John Warwick Montgomery 
astutely observed that each of us is more preoccupied about our own deaths and those of loved ones than 
we are willing to admit. Even for Christians, that appointment none will be able to avoid other than 
through Christ's Second Coming might not spark as much apprehension if we had better assurances 



from the medical community that everything within its power was being done to make the transition into 
the next realm as comfortable as possible. 

In regards to the issue of physician-assisted suicide, its proponents often attempt to turn the tables on 
their Christian opponents with the following argument: "Since Christians should show mercy and 
compassion, they should therefore approve of physician assisted suicide." While this may be 
difficult to counter initially in light of the immense pain the terminally ill often suffer from, upon closer 
reflection one will realize that mercy and compassion are not as intrinsically linked with this disputed 
medical practice as we have been led to believe. 

For starters, often the terminally ill are not so eager for a headlong rush into death as they are terrified of 
becoming a burden or facing the cessation of life in this world alone. Thus, in such circumstances, 
mercy and compassion would manifest themselves not in a desire to let the dieing do themselves in but 
rather by standing alongside them as an advocate against maltreatment or to stand beside them as a 
companion, holding the hand of the ailing letting them know they are still loved despite their failing 
bodies and that they will be missed each day until we ourselves will be resurrected with them in eternity 
where we will no more endure the sorrow of death. 

If the advocates of euthanasia point out that while such efforts might diminish psychological anguish 
they do little to ease overwhelming pain, the Christian can respond that the goal ought not to be so much 
hastening death but rather directing research efforts towards addressing this physical trauma. As Rae 
points out, the cases where pain cannot be managed are increasingly rare; and in especially challenging 
cases under the principle known as "the law of double effect", physicians are justified in increasing the 
patient's level of medication to levels nullifying the pain even if one of the potential side effects is death. 
In such a scenario, death is not the intended result but rather an unintended consequence. 

In these debates, it is often considered impolite to call someone's motives into question. However, 
since the advocates of physician-assisted suicide have already insinuated that Christians leery of this 
practice rank up there with the Marquis De Sade for allowing suffering to continue, it would be a fair 
question to ask whether euthanasia's enthusiasts are really all that concerned about the comforts of the 
critically ailing or simply hide behind such a seemingly humanitarian posture out of more materialistic 
motivations. 

For despite hiding behind a cloak of compassion, many calling for physician-assisted suicide are just 
concerned about the bottom line, claiming that limited resources would be better directed towards 
salvageable human capital. As former Colorado Governor Richard Lamm said, "We have a duty to die", 
no doubt emphasizing this obligation for the common man rather than his own loved ones. 

A Biblical Look At Euthanasia 

Thanks in part to efforts by the likes of Jack Kevorkian and the Hemlock Society, the notion that it is an 
ethically viable option for the terminally and even the chronically ill in overwhelming pain to end their 
suffering by ending their respective lives has become a popular perception throughout much of 
contemporary society. While this option has no doubt crossed the mind of anyone enduring 
overwhelming pain that they believe will only be resolved permanently through death, suggesting direct 
voluntary euthanasia is a suggestion of dubious biblical legitimacy. 

One of the foremost requests for euthanasia is found in I Samuel 31 and I Chronicles 10. In these 
accounts, Saul is critically wounded by the Philistines. As he lays there, Saul asks his armor bearer to 
run his sword through the wounded king so Saul might not have to endure abuse and defilement at the 
hands of his heathen captors. Horrified by the request, the armor bearer refuses to comply. Saul does 



the deed himself by falling on his own sword. In shock at what he has seen, the armor bearer follows his 
liege in death by taking his own life in a similar manner. 

This case brings up a number of issues and principles. On the one hand, Saul figured that he was going 
to die anyway and a quick death would be preferable to a drawn out one possibly compounded by torture 
and humiliation at the hands of one of his most feared enemies. On the other hand, there is the matter of 
the sovereignty of God. For even though Saul would probably face the future he feared, he could not 
know for certain. At the last moment, his forces might have swooped down and rescued their king from 
impending doom. 

The primary principle bearing on the case is none other than thou shalt not murder. As the author of life, 
it is God's place to determine when each life should come to an end. Even though it is the killing of 
oneself, suicide is still murder and can only be seen as a lamentable act even if done to terminate 
suffering. Rather than assist in these deeds, Christians in the medical and counseling professions should 
do everything within their power to ease the agony of the afflicted so that the killing of oneself is not 
seen as the only alternative to a life of overwhelming pain. 

Though we cannot know all of the circumstances, instead of standing there with his mouth ajar and in 
such shock that he eventually takes his own life, there might have been more the armor bearer could 
have done to ease Saul's suffering. For example, even though ancient medicine was not as sophisticated 
as that of today, it goes without saying that with an army nearby there was probably booze somewhere 
available which could have been used to ease Saul's pain and calm his anxieties or at least render him 
unaware of what the Philistines were up to until after they did it. 

Under the law of double effect elaborated upon by Scott Rae, it would have been permissible to take a 
high-enough dose of whatever painkiller was available at the time that Saul would have no idea where 
he was even if one of the possible side affects was death. This is because the intent would not be the 
taking of life but rather the alleviation of pain to make that life more tolerable for whatever amount of 
time it might have left before its pending conclusion. 

As such, those invoking this passage as some kind of attempt to justify euthanasia in light of no other 
way to alleviate suffering should note that pain management has advanced considerably since that time. 
Yet the approach is not highlighted as a viable alternative in the mainstream media because most organs 
of the press have bought into the notion that life is cheap and the mindset that the good (or simply the 
convenience) of the many outweighs the needs of the one. 

Furthermore, it must be stressed that Saul's actions were the final outcome of a life that began to veer 
from the straight and narrow considerably before. Saul's downward spiral began at his refusal to slay 
King Agag of the Amalekites as was commanded and to destroy that nation entirely. His path towards 
destruction was confirmed through his consultation of the Witch of Endor. 

Should an individual delirious with pain and sickness take their own life, we should sympathize with the 
family and be judicious in our condemnation. The matter deserving the most of our indignation is the 
effort to make this practice widespread throughout society with the blessings of the medical 
establishment. 

Since ancient times, the Western medical establishment has been dedicated to the preservation of human 
life as evidenced by the Hippocratic Oath which, though not explicitly Judeo-Christian, reflects the 
teaching of Romans 2:14-15 that the Gentiles "who do not have the law, do by nature things required by 
the law.. .show that the requirements of the law are written on their hearts." By altering their role in the 
process of dieing, the medical profession will be changed in a profound manner from that of alleviating 
suffering as much as possible until the inevitable comes about on its own to that of intervening to bring 



the end about. In an age where the costs of treatment are sky high and government agencies and 
insurance providers seek to cut corners in an attempt to squeeze every penny possible from the 
healthcare dollar, should active euthanasia become a standard practice, many of those in failing health 
will no doubt be coerced and even tricked into ending their lives whether they want to or not. In the 
Netherlands where euthanasia is available in certain circumstances, many of the elderly are reluctant to 
go to the doctors or hospital for fear of what might be planned behind their backs. 

Tied as we are to the deteriorating physical forms in which we dwell, death and sickness are hard 
enough to face as it is. The last thing we need is some ghoul in a lab coat encouraging us to roll our 
wheelchairs over the side of the cliff. 

Artificial Insemination 

Often those desiring children that are unable to have them in what they consider an acceptable frame of 
time will turn to a number of procedures that will assist them in conceiving a child. While some of these 
are less problematic than the issue of surrogate motherhood discussed in an earlier case study, the 
Christian couple desiring to acquire children in a manner honoring to God will be cautious in regards to 
what technique they will employ in pursuing offspring in this nontraditional manner. 

When considering fertility clinic options, the devout Christian must take the following principles into 
consideration. First, the Christian couple must respect marriage as a covenant union between one man 
and one woman. As the Bible says, two (not three) shall become one flesh. Second, when considering 
fertility treatments, the couple looking into these procedures must remember that each fertilized embryo 
must not be seen as a means to an end (namely their dream of parenthood) but rather as distinct human 
beings worthy of respect and dignity made in the image of God as worthy of the protections of the 
Commandment "thou shalt not murder" as any other person along the continuum of life. 

Upon arriving at the fertility clinic, the couple will be presented with a number of the following 
alternatives as described by Scott Rae in Moral Choices: An Introduction To Ethics in the chapter on 
reproductive technologies. In intrauterine insemination, the husband's sperm is collected and inserted 
into the wife's womb via a syringe. If the husband is himself lacking in the area of reproductive vitality 
to the point that, we shall say, his divers are not fit to qualify for the swim team, sperm is obtained from 
a man other than the husband and placed inside the woman in the hopes of fertilization through the 
process of donor insemination. 

Egg donation occurs when eggs are harvested from one woman for implantation inside the woman 
seeking treatment. Gamete intrafalloppian transfer is the procedure where the woman is given hormone 
treatment to trigger the release of multiple eggs through surgery and sperm is obtained from the donor. 
These are brought together inside the fallopian tube in hopes of a successful fertilization. 

In vitro fertilization occurs when the woman is given hormone treatments to release multiple eggs and 
sperm is obtained from the man. These materials are brought together in a petri dish for fertilization. 
Up to four embryos are then implanted inside the woman in the hopes that at least one will take. 

Intracytoplasmic sperm injection is the procedure where sperm is injected directly into the egg to ensure 
fertilization. 

A number of these procedures are of questionable morality for the Christian, in particular donor 
insemination and donor eggs. For as with surrogate motherhood, these practices turn to an additional 
partner outside the marriage to fulfill this most intimate of services. Furthermore, the way in which 
these precious genetic materials are obtained (often through classified ads in college newspapers next to 
others offering lap dances and help wanted calls for strippers and escorts) draws a very thin line 



separating this industry from prostitution. Both approach other human beings not as prospective mates 
and parents but rather as livestock from some kind of kinky farm. Furthermore, even though most of the 
ads call for eggs from the highest caliber of female stock, there seems to be fewer quality controls 
placed upon the men. 

Some time ago, in the Washington, DC area, there was an infertility specialist pushing a bulbous 300 
pounds named Cecil Jacobson who impregnated hundreds of his patients unbeknownst to them at the 
time with his own seed. So if an infertile couple decides to go the donor insemination route, they might 
not be getting the best quality baby for their time and money. 

There are a number of infertility treatments that are less problematic for those seeking to live according 
to a Biblical worldview. The least problematic would be intrauterine insemination since the procedure 
merely involves injecting the husband's sperm into the uterus with a syringe. Gamete intrafallopian 
transfer (the placing of sperm and eggs into the wife's fallopian tubes) and in vitro fertilization would 
also be permissible if done between a husband and wife from the standpoint of honoring marriage. 

However, both procedures run the risk of fertilizing multiple embryos. In gamete intrafallopian transfer, 
if this occurs, one would have to weigh the issue of the life and physical health of the mother against the 
lives of the children. In in vitro fertilization, one faces the dilemma of what to do with the leftover 
embryos as these are persons worthy of dignity and protection. 

Intracytoplasmic sperm injection is morally permissible as it simply involves placing a sperm into an 
egg. But if the husband's sperm lacks the vitality to cross the finish line on its own, God may have 
permitted infertility for a reason. For while the disabled deserve the best of care, perhaps it had 
previously been God's will to save the couple from the hardships that come in such situations even if the 
parents do love such children with all their hearts. 

As a counselor, one might suggest the following to an infertile couple. They may pursue one of the 
treatments that utilize the genetic material of the couple involved. Secondly, if the couple has the 
resources, they might consider adopting, even children from other nations such as China or Eastern 
Europe if they don't have a problem in raising children of an ethnicity other than their own. Lastly, the 
couple might consider waiting a bit longer and have fun trying if they have not gotten along too far in 
years. 

Do Geeks Even Need Condoms? 

Through the wonder of supermarination, the Thunderbirds used fantastic gadgets, rockets, and futuristic 
vehicles to rescue those in harm's way from the most harrowing circumstances. However, there is one 
thing even the famed international rescue team couldn't save and that seems to be the nation's declining 
moral values. 

Fans of the filth presented as acceptable broadcast fair today often counter critics of decaying 
entertainment standards with the platitude that one does not have to watch the programming available if 
it is an affront to their convictions and beliefs. While that is true to an extent, it is not a charge as easy to 
make in regards to commercials since they often implant their messages in our minds and are over many 
times before we are even able to get up and change the channel or find the remote. 

Despite the fact that much of television is not fit for children to see, it has been generally understood by 
both parents and broadcasters that Saturday morning should be a reasonably family-friendly time free of 
smut and sexual innuendo. One would think this would be especially true during classic shows one 
normally doesn't have to be afraid of sitting their children down in front of the television to watch. 



Depicting wholesome, clean-cut adventures rendering assistance to those in danger, one would think of 
"The Thunderbirds" as the kind of program parents would not find objectionable. However, it seems the 
eggheads at TechTV have figured out a way to defile even this most innocent of pleasures. 

Throughout sci-fi and comic book history, most superheroes have been known for defending uprightness 
and propriety. However, a new costumed character named "Trojan Man" epitomizes and spreads what 
some hope will become the new American way of loose living and promiscuity by getting condoms to 
amorous couples in the nick of time without even first ascertaining their matrimonial status. 

The promiscuity lobby will no doubt respond with their cliched lament of how dare you impose your 
values upon viewers. With that said, I retort a parent should be able to turn on what is considered a kid's 
show without having to answer or cleverly evade "Daddy, what's that mean?" type questions. 

Good grief people. Have we become so licentious and unashamed that we can't even wait to watch our 
filth until after the little ones have gone off to bed? 

The purpose of placing a condom commercial during mid- Saturday morning could only be to alter the 
values of those seeing it and ultimately those of the broader society. It's definitely not about profit or 
even product placement. For how many geeks do you know in the market for a quality prophylactic? 

Famed Hat Not The Only Yellow Thing About The New Curious George 

For decades, children have enjoyed the antics of that inquisitive simian Curious George. Leave it to 
Hollywood to think it can improve on an author's creative genius by altering the original work to bring it 
in compliance with asinine politically correct assumptions. 

Integral to the Curious George mythos is the character referred to as "The Man In The Yellow Hat" who 
takes care of George and helps him out of all the mischief the rambunctious primate happens to get into. 
But in this era where it is said traditional values no longer exist and the worth of one's character is 
determined by what trendy progressive causes one might happen to support, the kindness he bestows 
upon his furry companion is no longer enough to demonstrate his compassion and understanding. Now 
in order to be categorized as an appropriate cinematic protagonist or figure worthy of admiration, the 
back story of The Man In The Yellow Hat must be altered to placate the sensitivity sentinels. 

According to Georgite canon, The Man In The Yellow Hat originally captured George on behalf of a 
zoo. Now in the movie version, The Man In The Yellow Hat is employed as an archaeologist sent to 
Africa on a quest for artifacts. 

The reason behind the career change, the film's director told USA Today, is that today capturing an 
animal would seem harsh and amounts to stealing. While George seems quite childlike in his stories, it 
must be remembered he is just an animal. Therefore, how can he be stolen unless inappropriately taken 
from another human being? 

It's not like George ends up being used in laboratory experimentation. From what's depicted in the 
storybooks, it always looked like he had a pretty good life as do many other zoo animals. 

Are we to assume that all zoological gardens and wildlife preserves are places of lamentation and misery 
for every last animal? Even though he is known for his kindness to animals, is Crocodile Hunter Steve 
Irwin "harsh" because he administers a zoo and, unlike the animals that boarded Noah's ark, those under 
Irwin's custodianship did not just one day show up at the doorstep of Australia Zoo as a result of some 
divine compulsion? 



If we are to carry this perspective of Western man as world exploiter to its ultimate conclusion, isn't it 
just as offensive for The Man In The Yellow Hat to be an archaeologist despoiling the material culture of 
spiritually enlightened primitives? After all, isn't it inherently worse to take someone else's property 
than some monkey that doesn't even belong to anyone? 

Interesting how those that get all worked up over the rights and dignity of monkeys aren't usually all 
that much into the property rights of either the living or the dead. 

Woman Arrested For Infringing Upon Abortuary Guild Craft 

A pregnant woman shot herself in the stomach in an attempt to slay her progeny. 
Unfortunately the child, rather than the mother, died. 
Police have arrested this sorry excuse of a human being. 
However, they have not done so on the grounds of murder. 

Virginia Commonwealth attorneys are careful to point out that, since the baby girl had not taken a 
breath, the charge is actually illegally inducing an abortion, a crime carrying a sentence of a mere 10 
years. 

However, had this woman gone to an abortion facility, splayed apart her legs, and allowed the 
abortionists to scoop out the fruit of her womb, smash open the child's skull, and suck out the brains, she 
would be applauded by the likes of Ted Kennedy and Hillary Clinton as some kind suffragette heroine. 

Thus in the eyes of the radical feminists and their secular humanist associates, the crime is not so much 
that a child has died in this tragedy but that some so-called "Doctor" will have to work an extra hour or 
two for that new set of golf clubs. 

For if the child was not yet human, why shouldn't this unmarried deadbeat mother be allowed to blow 
her innards apart; after all — her body, her choice we are told the rest of the time. 

Emergent Church Treehugger Bit Of A Nut 

According to Brian McLaren in an episode of his podcast regarding creation care posted at 
EmergentVillage.com, God is not all that pleased with us living in square boxes. 

I'd like to know what other shape we are suppose to use to get roofs over our heads. 

No matter how large that religious circus tent of a church McLaren built in Burtonsville, Maryland 
might be, it is still basically in the form of some kind of box. 

Much of the purpose of the Emergent Church is to deride so-called "middle class values" and to 
undermine America's traditional Judeo-Christian culture (or in other words, minding your own business 
and providing for oneself as empowered by God). 

Perhaps someone ought to point out that McLaren's understanding of nature reeks of the bourgeoisie 
naivety he and his leftist cohorts spend so much of their time criticizing. 

To McLaren, nature consists of the beauty of this annual sunflower and the run-off pond he stocks with 
fish that he mentions in the podcast. 



Both of these acts, by the way, go against nature left in a pristine state since the sunflower mentioned is 
deliberately planted by a human being and the fish are not going to slither by themselves into what 
sounds like a landlocked pond. 

If it were not for the contrived boxes McLaren seems to loathe and the technology making such comfort 
possible, I doubt he would find nature to be all that amicable as he would otherwise be subjected to 
extremes of heat and cold that would make life unbearable and likely even unlivable. 

Deer Issue Catches Liberalism In Headlights 

Early in American history, one was pretty much free to do as one saw fit on one's property so long as it 
was moral. This was especially true if one lived in a rural area where one's actions were not likely to 
encroach upon the sensibilities of one's neighbors. However, now it seems the landholdings of the 
United States in general and private property in specific are for everyone else to decide what to do with 
except the one to which it is titled. 

As of September 1, 2009, the Virginia Department of Game and Fisheries has announced that it is illegal 
to artificially feed the deer through the first Saturday in January. This regulation is part of a program to 
keep the number of deer in check. 

In other words, it is hoped that a number of them will starve to death during the winter months. If 
pristine, untouched nature is to be the standard by which our actions and decisions are to be judged, then 
shouldn't we speak plainly as to the policy's goals and intentions? 

While the government has every right to set policy as to what it wants done on public lands and in state 
parks, private property holders should be able to do in regards to this issue on their own lots and in their 
own yards what they themselves believe best. Not everyone is going to feed the deer to begin with. 

It should be noted that this bureaucratic mandate will go beyond regulating one single activity. 
According to a story posted at the Harrisonburg Daily News Record titled "Deer Feeding Now Illegal", 
those with deer eating the seed spilled from birdfeeders will be ordered to temporarily take their feeders 
down. 

It seems unwanted deer aren't the only extraneous animals authorities hope will die off and I am not 
talking about the birds. Obama's healthcare plan hopes that the aged demographic will simply throw in 
the towel with little resistance so that resources might be directed towards preferred groups such as 
illegal aliens. 

It seem other public policy proposals may be furthering this agenda in a roundabout way. For you see, 
feeding the birds is often the highlight of the day of an elderly person who might not have anything else 
to look forward to in terms of entertainment now that television has pretty much been taken away from 
them unless they have a PH.D in electronics now that one has to have a digital converter box. 

And speaking of illegal aliens and the like, it baffles the mind how environmentalists (who are usually 
some variety of liberal) that view human beings as being no better than animals and often of lower 
regard when it comes to the unborn as you can hack apart all the fetus you want so long as you don't 
smash open a bald eagle's egg or even touch a discarded feather for all that matter) fail to grasp a 
number of lessons that transcend the species barrier. 

In an interview regarding the rational behind the prohibition, a wildlife official pointed out that once the 
deer get use to finding food in a certain place, they can become disgruntled and testy if nutritional 
allotments are discontinued. In other words, these ungulates loose their sense of self-sufficiency and 



develop an entitlement mentality. 

Does any of this somehow seem familiar? During the speakership of Newt Gingrich, the Republican 
Congress thought they would get a handle on spending not really by cutting back certain programs such 
as school lunches but rather by slowing the rate of increase. 

From the response to the policy at the time, one would have thought conservatives were smashing 
babies' heads against concrete buildings, something a number of Obama's closest advisors might not 
have all that much problem with. Likewise, one of the reasons elected officials are reluctant to do away 
with or eliminate many assorted handouts are the massive riots that would erupt across the country if the 
chronically dependent were suddenly expected to provide for themselves. Thus, one of the greatest 
bribes or ransom schemes in human history is basically continued for now to forestall what will one day 
result in history's greatest bloodshed. 

The issue of deer also provides an excellent study into other aspects of the immigration debate as well. 
The article says, "An overabundance of deer can lead... to increased human-deer conflicts, including 
vehicle collisions and disease transmission such as tuberculosis and other deer ailments." 

Illegal aliens and immigrants of dubious loyalties cannot be dealt with in the same manner as deer as one 
has a soul made in the image of God. However, the results are quite similar when the ratio of native 
born to foreign born becomes imbalanced in a similar manner. 

Increased conflicts do result. Just ask Americans that have had their homes violated on the West coast. 

I recall reading of incidents in California where Black families have come home only to find that illegals 
have moved in and staked a claim to a dwelling while the legitimate residents were out for the day. It is 
not uncommon for Arizonans to be awakened in the middle of the night to the sound of migrants 
rummaging through their refrigerators. 

Secondly, though few want to talk about it since, in the eyes of the hypertolerant, being accused of 
racism is a fate worse than one's lungs filling with blood and festering puss, deer aren't the only ones 
spreading tuberculosis these days. Thanks primarily to deviants with compromised immune systems and 
diseased foreigners bringing in any number of previously conquered or even unknown diseases, America 
now faces an assortment of drug resistant pestilences. 

Environmentalists are fond of pointing out that ecosystems are delicate things to balance. What they fail 
to realize is that one of the greatest threats to such harmony is government control. 

Environmentalism Not About The Earth But About Control 

For decades, American motorists have been subjected to propaganda insisting that they either need to 
drive less or give up safe, comfortable automobiles in favor of what amounts to motorized coffins in 
order to preserve natural resources and environmental quality. Now that this policy goal is pretty much 
on the road to being implemented, the elites running our lives are not content to sit bask in the glow of 
their accomplishment. They are rather laying the groundwork for the next phase in their grand dream of 
limiting the free movement of the American people. 

One would think the increasing popularity of electric and hybrid automobiles would please 
transportation planners and social engineers. However, as most realize somewhere along life's journey, 
getting what you want is not always what you expected. 

For while hybrid cars might cut back on emissions and fuel consumption, they also take a bite out of gas 



tax revenues. But instead of tightening their belts and learning to make due with less as they counsel 
you when you complain about rising fuel costs, government planners are now conniving to pass the 
hardship on to you by altering the way transportation taxes are assessed. 

Currently, such taxes are gathered in about the fairest way possible (a concept seldom associated with 
taxes) by collecting it in an innocuously private manner from those cautious enough to pay in cash at the 
pump based upon how many gallons acquired. However, from a plan being considered in Oregon, 
motorized Americans will have to contend with another governmental intrusion into their lives of 
Orwellian proportions. 

Instead of collecting taxes on each gallon purchased, revenuers plan to install sensors at gas stations 
capable of reading the global positioning systems to be installed in nearly all vehicles and, from that, 
tabulating how far a vehicle has been driven or into what zones they have motored. Proponents of the 
program claim citizens have nothing to fear from Big Brother since the system would only tabulate 
mileage rather than specific itinerary. 

However, one does not have to be a Ray Bradbury to realize what a dystopian road this is headed down. 
For even if the sensors do not log precise destination, they are still capable of relaying considerable 
information to authorities. Even if they are "just" tax authorities, they can actually make your life more 
miserable than actual police as these activist accountants assume greater control over areas of your life 
once considered beyond the purview of just and legitimate government such as religious doctrines and 
where you have been. 

Even more disturbing, these tracking devices are being designed to catalog at what time of day you 
drive. That way the state will be able to charge you an additional fee for daring to drive at the times of 
day our government slavemasters would prefer we stay off the road. 

While they are at it, why don't they go ahead and add similar devices to our toilets as well to punish 
those that have more bowel movements than our betters in government think we ought since such 
functions contribute disproportionately to greenhouse gases and are often a sign that the chronically 
flatulent might be eating too high up the food chain. Those embracing their place as good little minions 
of the New World Order will probably respond, "But this discouragement of motorized travel is 
legitimate since one is using roads provided by the COMMUNITY and, by definition, the 
COMMUNITY determines what it considers the terms of use". 

Those thinking that they will be left alone if they use public transportation and sit quietly in their homes 
are in for a rude awakening that will probably arrive when they are dragged kicking and screaming to 
the relocation camp in part for the sake of the environment. For the totalist state is not content simply to 
tell you how to live once you step out into the broader COMMUNITY. It also wants to tell you in what 
kind of structure in which you may live out the existence its institutions have been beneficent enough to 
grant you as well as in many instances what manner of things you may do once you close the door. 

Across the pond in Merry Ole England, according to a CNSNEWS.com story titled "UK May Tax 
Environmentally Unfriendly Houses", beatnik rabble in the Green Party there have been at the forefront 
of efforts to introduce taxes on what their ilk have labeled "environmentally damaging behavior". 
However, such penalties are for more than spitting on the sidewalk or tossing litter from the car window. 
Foremost among these fees include increased property taxes levied against homes not deemed green 
enough as well as on automobiles and on those daring to travel by air. 

It must be remembered that the power to tax is the power to destroy. One member of the Conservative 
Party observed such taxes would disproportionately impact the poor and the elderly since these 
demographics are more likely to reside in domiciles not meeting energy efficiency expectations. 



What better way to seize the property of the population's undesirables (namely members of the lower 
middle class) than to tax them out of their homes and to herd them into governmentally approved 
relocation compounds such as those into which Hurricane Katrina victims were shunted. Here, these 
people were deprived of their constitutional rights to such an extent that they were forbidden from 
speaking with reporters. One gets around the raw nerve of eminent domain altogether if taxes are raised 
so high that residents are either forced to sell to developers or have their property seized by default. 

Speaking from Tokyo as the elites will continue their lives of global travel while the common person 
will be corralled and branded like cattle going to slaughter, one British legislator (quite a ways from his 
homeland I might point out to the geographically illiterate) said, "Sometimes the changes will be 
painful. But leadership means facing the great challenges, even if the decisions are difficult." 

Shame the Eurocrats can't display the same degree of courage to stand against the tide of radical Islam 
sweeping across what was the nursery of Western Civilization. I guess they have no qualms about 
turning Granny out into the streets since she isn't likely to strap on a carbomb. 

Don't be fooled. Those such as the politician above making these kinds of statements won't make a 
single personal change. Do you honestly believe that the likes of Prince Charles and Queen Elizabeth 
over there and the Bushes, Gores, and Kennedys over here are going to give up their multi-mansion 
estates to live in some shipping-container sized apartment the rest of us will be expected to live in with a 
stupid grin slapped across our faces for the sake of the revolution? 

Not only do the elites plan to snatch your homes from you in the name of conservation, they also want to 
regulate within your own living space — or rather the one they plan to assign to you once they have 
succeeded in placing title to all property in the hands of the state or whatever institutional arrangement 
through which they plan to administer relinquished holdings. 

Speaking before worshipful UN functionaries, Al Gore (whose ballooning waistline and burgeoning 
facial jowls indict him for consuming a greater percentage of the earth's resources then what he would 
permit the working slob) claimed, according to a 9/6/06 Drudge Report, that "cigarettes are a significant 
contributor to global warming." The same could be said about the former Vice President's ever- 
fattening lip. Drudge ends this dispatch by noting that Gore closed his homily harping on his political 
future and by hawking a book he had written (no doubt printed on paper that could have contributed 
more to the cause of Mother Earth if it had remained a tree). 

Interestingly, Al Gore is not the only eco-pimp using the environment to turn a trick or two. One would 
think the purpose of an environmental festival would be to discuss the environment. However from the 
program (printed on the remains of a slaughtered tree) for Green Festival 06 in Washington DC, it seems 
that the natural world was pretty much tagged on as an afterthought. The focus of the event seemed to be 
radical politics with aging hippies continuing to spread their filth and debauchery. 

For example, from the schedule of speakers, one wouldn't be surprised to see Karl Marx to show up on 
the dais. Former Mr. Jane Fonda, Tom Hayden (who's nearly as old as Marx), was scheduled to speak 
on the topic of "Alternatives To War & Empire". Activist Medea Benjamin was docketed for the oration 
titled "We Have The Power To Stop The War In Iraq". Another scheduled homily was titled "The Power 
Of Storytelling: Changing The World". 

What in the name of Sheol does any of this have to do with enjoying nature or marveling at furry 
woodland creatures? Nothing whatsoever, ladies and gentleman. 

Before all is said and done, those that address such covens will no doubt make those in attendance feel 
guilty for simply being alive (especially if you happen to be White) and for enjoying the blessings that 



come from living in the greatest country on earth. And if it wasn't, why are all these immigrants self- 
loathing liberals want to grant unrestricted access to our bounty keep trying to break in, and perhaps 
even more importantly, end up forcing you to partake in their life of squalor? 

Foremost on the agenda was the confiscation of your own individual domicile and privacy. One seminar 
was titled "Community Without Walls". 

But as one wise soul observed (it might have been Chesterton), don't take down a fence unless you know 
why it had been put up. Walls and fences, contrary to leftist opinion, are very positive things as they 
confirm identity as an individual by demarcating what is mine and what is not mine (namely yours). 

It is the purpose of such a lecture to erode the concept of individuality and private property by 
manipulating those in attendance to be an "active participant in one's neighborhood." That may sound 
all warm and fuzzy, but in a "community without walls" where those living have forgotten legitimate 
boundaries and limitations, it usually ends up being invoked as an excuse to get involved in the business 
of others that is no one else's concern and as an excuse to bring sanctions occasionally bordering on the 
violent against those not opening every detail of their lives to the scrutinizing oversight of the 
COMMUNITY. 

Some might conclude that, even if these plans were true, they are so far down the road that we will not 
have to worry about it during our lifetimes. I cannot give an exact date as to when these communalistic 
horrors will transpire when what you slave away for will no longer be yours to enjoy as you wish. But 
as sure as I draw breath and write this, I can assure you the plans are being set into motion to 
revolutionize the American way of life. 

In the future, it won't be enough to let these flakes cordon themselves off in their own compounds where 
wacky ideas, loose morals, masculine women, and effeminate men will be the order of the day. As I've 
said before, it is their intention to drag the rest of us down into Third World squalor. 

One of the exhibitors at the Green Festival was the Federation of Egalitarian Communities. The 
description for this organization read as follows in the 2006 promotional brochure: "The Federation of 
Egalitarian Communities is a network of communal groups spread across North America, from small 
agricultural homesteads to village-like communities to urban group homes." 

It has been a few years since the 1960's, so perhaps a few readers (a significant percentage of whom like 
myself didn't even trod the earth at that time) need to be reminded what exactly a commune is. A 
commune is a living arrangement where the residents do not own their respective domiciles outright but 
rather in common with the group (or rather those designated as the representatives of the group) making 
decisions on behalf of the members. 

While it may sound all warm and fuzzy, seldom do such living arrangements end happily. At best, most 
participants part ways with hurt feelings. At worst, they often end in bloodshed as typified by the 
Jonestown and Heavensgate tragedies or when the principles are applied society- wide as was the case in 
the Soviet Union and Red China. 

Those still not convinced should ask themselves before they run off and join such groups how much 
control they want to cede over their lives to the beneficence of the collective. For once one signs over 
the very right to ownership to one's dwelling and possessions, where does it end? 

Willing to relinquish rights to the conjugal affections of your spouse to the group? Don't snicker. 

In many cults, those not willing to surrender their spouses to the group are labeled as being insufficiently 



devoted to the group or "too individualistic" in orientation. Interestingly this allegation is invoked 
increasingly in the churches of today as they totter ever closer to the edges of apostasy and unbelief. 

Those enamored with their own smug progressivism will claim such excesses are more characteristic of 
the religious mindset. Secularists would never stand for such outrages and the infringement on the most 
basic of relationships? 

Think so do you? Though he might have started off religious, before the last drop of Kool-Aid was 
slurped, Jim Jones' position on the Scriptures and the beauties of socialism had more in common with 
the National Counsel of Churches than Moral Majority or the Christian Coalition. And for those that 
think Marx is the cat's whiskers, what do they have to say about this thinker's proposal that the 
individual family and private marriages should be abolished? 

And even if one happens to have a proclivity to these bizarre living arrangements without all the kinky 
wifeswapping and such, on what grounds does one object when these compounds lay claim to your 
children? Some of these COMMUNITIES conspire to undermine familial bonds between parents and 
offspring in a group setting or by minimizing the time parents spend alone with their biological progeny. 

Yet one does not have to be locked away on some dope-smoking commune to be influenced by this kind 
of childrearing mentality. The perspective is already prevalent throughout the social welfare 
establishment that children do not belong to the parents but rather to the COMMUNITY as manifested 
by the state. If anything, a child enjoys a status barely above that of a library book since the parent is 
granted permission to enjoy the child for a time but forced to surrender the youngsters to the state on the 
terms of the state as evidenced in laws establishing lower and lower ages for mandatory preschool and 
bureaucratic home visits. 

With America's relative prosperity, citizens are pretty much able to ignore such kooks. But what will 
happen when these lunatics acquire more and more power unto themselves and connive to impose their 
cherished deprivations upon the rest of us? 

For if these neo-primitives have their way, you won't even be permitted to procure the same quality of 
sustenance to which you and your family are accustomed. Rather, you will be compelled to gnaw on the 
twigs and shrubs beneath your very feet if you are fortunate to be deemed worthy enough of the 
privilege of continued existence. 

For a while now, it has become popular in eco-socialist circles to whine incessantly about how far food 
must be transported to reach the masses of humanity. Instead of marveling at the bounty and variety of 
food available year round and in the most hostile of climates, environmentalists lament this fact. 

Anybody that is anybody these days has a website (I wonder if the ones run by these people function on 
moonbeams and fuzzy thoughts since the rest of us are suppose to cutback on electricity), an 
organization, and a cadre of propagandists to spread the message. The mass starvation racket (or the 
inconvenient food syndicate) is no different. 

One such outfit fomenting this hooey is Slow Food USA, described as "supporting and celebrating the 
food traditions of North America." Let me point out they are not referring to a burger, fries, and a Coke. 

The organization's executive director Erika Lesser ("lesser" is the amount of food you'll be eating if her 
organization has its way) gave a lecture titled "Live Slow: On The Path To A Delicious Future". Those 
in attendance were invited to "Join the slow food table on biodiversity issues and the benefits of good, 
clean, and fair food." This ought to be considered because, "Education in taste is the first step towards 
transforming consumers into co-producers who can help safeguard food traditions and the health of the 



environment. By choosing wisely and eating with pleasure, you — as well as your community and the 
planet — can reap the delicious and healthful rewards of responsible coproduction." 

From that litany, the primary thing that stands out is how the consumer will be "transformed" (New Age 
socialistic euphemisms meaning revolution imposed from above whether you want to participate or not) 
into a "coproducer". In other words, it is the intention of this to drag you out into the fields for a little 
conscripted labor. 

For some reason, upon reading about being transformed into being a coproducer, I can't get out of my 
head images of what I've read about the placards that use to hang on the gates of the concentration 
camps run by the Nazis reading "Work shall make you free" or how the Khmer Rouge use to march the 
people out to labor in the rice paddies. You know, the entire reeducation through labor bit (or as it is 
called today, "community service"). 

Though slow food fronts disguise themselves in an agrarian or proletarian cloak, as with most that make 
playing unscrubbed revolutionary their life's work, the movement is quite elitist in nature. For example, 
on the website the organization laments the advent of low-cost chickens consumed by the masses. 

Rather, the group advocates more expensive breeds. Most likely since the consumption of meat will be 
limited to the revolutionary vanguard whereas those of us deemed to possess a consciousness of 
insufficient awareness and sensitivity will be compelled to simply piddle in the dirt for a root or a grub. 
But we will probably be forbidden that as well since disturbing the soil to even a minuscule extent will 
be an example of the butterfly affect that could lead to an erosion-based environmental disaster. 

As with most of the other groups mentioned in this epic epistle, Slow Foods USA has a phobia about 
people doing things by themselves. This is for pretty much the same reason the Nazis did not want 
people listening to the radio alone. When you are alone, you are more likely to be critical since in that 
context you are more apt to pay attention to the message rather than taking cues on how you are to 
respond from those around you. 

Rather than eat alone, the socially responsible are obligated to join and take their gastronomical orders 
from a group called a "Convivium". Since everything to these people is group and movement oriented, 
if food is now to go in one end in the presence of the group, I guess it won't be long until one will be 
obligated to have the remnants emerge at the other end in the presence of the COMMUNITY. After all, 
only those with something to hide want privacy we are constantly reminded by the radical 
communalists. 

Use to be, one ate meals with one's family. Maybe if these hags had not aborted themselves into 
sterility, supper time would not have had to be turned into an act of COMMUNITY service measuring 
one's devotion to the good of the cause. 

Slow Food USA prides itself on being everything fast food is not. Thus, one good thing about the 
movement is that the shrill biddies comprising the membership might be forced back into the kitchen 
where hussies with too much time on their hands belong and won't have enough energy to undertake 
their idiotic activism. 

As stated, left to themselves and cordoned off from the rest of us, these radicals would not present all 
that much of a problem. However, as with other useful idiots manipulated by the elites, these halfwits 
play a vital role in bringing an end to life as we know it when they form strategic alliances with the other 
mouthpieces of perdition for the purposes of getting the American people to surrender their freedom 
with a wink and a smile. 



To the regular American blissfully ignorant of the ideological struggle being waged all around, 
television news outlets and correspondents exist to convey in an objective manner information of use 
and importance to concerned citizens. However, often these communicators and the interests they 
represent are as partisan as those blatantly seeking to persuade you as to the veracity of a particular 
opinion. 

Prominently featured in the top half of page ten of the 2006 edition of the Green Festival program was 
an advertisement for a panel discussion conducted by WRC-TV news personality Wendy Rieger. From 
the text, the reader learns that Rieger's "Going Green segment features green lifestyles and products." 

However, had Rieger earned a reputation for grilling adherents of this movement and exposing the 
fallacies in the arguments endangering the nation's very standard of living, it is doubtful she would be 
given a place, the promotional literature categorizes, as on the "main stage". Furthermore, if Rieger is 
snuggling under the mulch with environmentalists, how can we be sure the remainder of her reportage is 
not as slanted? 

Would the Green Festival allow a correspondent more critical of the celebration's claims to ascend the 
rostrum such as John Stossel or Rush Limbaugh? Tolerancemongers will snap, "But its a private 
function and the organizers are not required to invite anyone they don't want." 

And they are absolutely correct. Perhaps we should remind them of that as these Reds drag out notions 
such as the Fairness Doctrine in the attempt to silence Conservative talk radio. 

Conversely though, if we are suppose to trust some dyed-blonde newsgirl in the green movement's 
pocket, would those having no problem with that be as quiet if some newsgal was in Jerry Falwell's 
back pocket getting chummy with the Moral Majority gang at one of those kinds of shindigs? The aging 
beatniks do not consider what they believe to be a bias as anyone that does not believe as they do will be 
carted off to electroshock therapy once they ascend to unrivaled power. 

Some will dismiss this clarion warming, claiming it has gone all over the map and too far afield. 
However, Francis Schaeffer once pointed out that a shortcoming of the Judeo-Christian mind and thus 
the conservative worldview as an extension of that perspective is the failure to view reality as a single 
comprehensive unit. 

As such, if the free peoples of the earth give a foothold to these Communitarians in one area, by 
curtailing our innate liberties in that particular area, it won't be that long in terms of the totality of 
history until we will have surrendered all the areas that make life worth living. If today we allow these 
so-called "guardians of the earth" to alter driving patterns and the like, what will prevent them in the 
future from coming back to take our cars and even our homes away all together? 

Eco-Celebrities Spew Ideological Toxins 

One thing about the various threats conspiring to undermine human liberty is that, even if they fall out of 
public view for a while, it won't be long until they resurface with a renewed ferocity to bend the people 
of the United States to the will of the elites. With the threats of immigration and the war on terror (both 
from foreign heathen fanatics as well as those within our own government out to use the efforts to 
protect the innocent from such violence as an excuse to implement measures that will do very little to 
actually protect the nation but only make it less free), it has been a while since most concerned 
Americans have given much thought to the subversive machinations of those claiming to make ecology 
their primary focus of ethical concern. However, in light of statements made by those straddling that 
ghoul-filled spectrum between politician and entertainer regarding their environmental visions, freedom 
lovers would do well to once again expose the dangers that result from those with a sense of guilt for 



having acquired exorbitant fortunes in a less-than productive manner wanting to control your life in an 
attempt to assuage their own consciences. 

During the 1990's, Al Gore carved out a niche for himself in the American political landscape as a 
proponent of a revolutionary environmentalism that went beyond being a good steward of the Earth by 
taking your trash with you after a picnic at the beach so that sea turtles don't end up ingesting plastic 
bags thinking they are jelly fish but rather to embrace the notion that the entire basis of our civilization 
had to be reconstructed from the ground up including religious, political, and family structures as 
detailed in Earth In The Balance. Distracted by more important things such as having to invent the 
Internet, rehashing the 2000 election ad nauseam, and deciding whether or not to grow a beard, Gore 
seemed to stray from his original focus for a while. 

However, this errant apostle of Mother Earth has come back to his true faith with the release of his 
documentary about global warming titled "An Inconvenient Truth". In it, Gore once again ascends the 
pulpit warning us ignorant slobs how we must repent of our industrialized ways or face ecological 
judgment. 

But while the rest of us are suppose to adopt entire new modes of existence simply because someone of 
Al Gore's charisma and dynamism tells us to, Gore himself does not abide by the environmentally 
conscientious strictures he wishes to impose upon the rest of us. 

For example, throughout much environmentalist propaganda it is suggested that government should 
place limitations on the number of children a person should be allowed to have through a variety of 
coercive measures ranging from fines to outright forced abortions or sterilizations for those refusing to 
abide by the guidelines to prevent overpopulation. However, Gore has reproduced on three separate 
occasions. 

Does the former Vice President care to admit to being a closet eugenicist as well? For to go around 
saying that people should only be allowed to have one or at most two children irrespective of whether or 
not they can provide for them and then himself sire three children basically says, "Since I am superior to 
you, I don't have to abide by the same standards to be imposed upon the classes of humanity inferior to 
my semi-divine self." Though the Eastern spirituality espoused by Gore is notorious for promulgating 
the notion of the divine spark within, it seems some supposedly have a bit more of it than others if some 
are going to be allowed to do as they please while the rest of us will be compelled to toe the line in the 
name of Mother Earth. 

The rest of us are supposed to pear-back our lifestyle by turning down the heat, eating lower on the food 
chain by eating less meat and more locally grown produce (how you are to avoid winter starvation by 
following that guideline is conveniently overlooked), and be content with smaller vehicles and living 
spaces. However, according to an August 10, 2006 USA Today article titled "Gore Isn't Quite As Green 
As He's Led The World To Believe", the former Vice President has a 10,000 square-foot, 20 room, 8 
bathroom (I wonder how many of them have those irritating low-flush toilets where the water level is so 
low in the bowl that one has to reach in with a wad of tissue and manually wipe the smears off once one 
has completed their business yet since Gore acts constipated half the time anyway I guess it's not much 
of an issue) mansion as well as an additional 4,000 square-foot home in the Washington Metropolitan 
Area where empty nesters such as Al and Tipper could easily live comfortably in a home a third of that 
size if they were really dedicated to conservation and the preservation of resources. It was also later 
revealed that Gore spends $3000 a month on electricity while the rest of us are suppose to turn the 
thermostat back and Congress is mulling over a proposal that will force a switch to fluorescent bulbs and 
then probably sit back and wonder why cataract rates will skyrocket. 

It would be one thing if this eccentric behavior confined itself to a single kook such as the former Vice 



President as Al Gore isn't exactly known for possessing the kind of charisma necessary to inspire 
revolution alone, or in other words, to get the lemmings off the cliff all by himself Unfortunately, as an 
inherently egomaniacal lot, numerous entertainers have bought into a similar mindset that it is their 
destiny to live as lords of the dawning cosmic era by shaming the rest of us into adopting a mandatory 
neo-primitivism. 

One of the most irritating harpies deluding the ignorant with the banshee's wail of pending ecological 
catastrophe is Barbara Streisand. Several years ago, to get Californians to do their part to alleviate that 
state's energy shortage, Streisand suggested residents hang their wash on a clothesline while she 
continued to illuminate the exterior of her mansion with bright lights. 

However, the environmental hypocrisy does not end there for the megastar, of whom it was pointed out 
on Hannity & Colmes that forbids the staffs of the hotels where she stays from gazing upon her visage as 
if she was some pre- WWII Japanese monarch (but maybe then again she is so ugly she's afraid they will 
turn to stone if they look upon her like those looking upon Medusa in Greek mythology.) Streisand 
announced that she is embarking on a twenty concert tour in part to combat "dangerous climate change". 
So while you as a grubby commoner are suppose to dry your clothes on a line, Streisand plans on 
expending fossil fuels and expelling toxins into the atmosphere to go around telling the nation why we 
should be shamed if we exhibit the audacity to do the same. 

This is about as dimwitted as Arianna Huffington's response to an inquiry by Sean Hannity when he 
exposed that, while she was heading a campaign against SUV's, she was hopping rides on private jets. 
She responded that "The planes were going there anyway." 

Hypocritical travel is not the only environmental double standard wallowed in by the entertainment elite. 
For while you as a harbinger of bourgeoisie middle class values and expectations which by definition 
makes you a despoiler of the earth who must eventually be confined to specific zones of habitation 
which will ultimately mean the forfeiture of privately owned automobiles in favor of more closely 
monitored public transportation and the confiscation of individual single family homes in exchange for 
communal- style barracks, those in the overclass will be allowed to despoil Mother Nature all they want 
in pursuit of gratifying their own egos in ways mankind could really do without if these self-anointed 
crusaders actually did care about the environment. 

In the future, many structures that facilitate access to public parks for the average citizen will be 
removed to prevent enjoyment by all with the exception of the best equipped and dedicated of hikers, 
usually rich people with too much time on their hands that spend all kinds of money to look like as if 
they hadn't seen a comb or taken a bath in months. Usually for men, this manifests itself in the form of 
a lice-infested ponytail and in women an appearance so malnourished as to lack any of the physical 
characteristics making a woman pleasurable to gaze upon. 

In the ecologically-minded world of tomorrow, most will be expected to bow to the alleged needs of 
Mother Earth. However, if one happens to be an internationally renowned celebrity, then nature must by 
all means take a back seat. 

In a move that even upset a number of environmental groups, to show just how much he values the 
environment, famed rocker Sting planned to headline a concert in a park in Spain titled "Musicians For 
Nature." Sounds a bit like the old military tactic of destroying a village in order to save it. 

One does not have to be a prophet or a clairvoyant to foresee that rockfans (not exactly known for being 
a tidy bunch to begin with) would no doubt trash the park as they went about letting everyone know just 
how much they support it. One time a friend was dragged to an Earth Day Celebration on the Mall in 
Washington where he saw more than one participant toss their rubbish onto this semi-hallowed piece of 



American ground rather than into its proper receptacle. 

If this lunacy confined itself merely to entertainers and deluded also-rans at the edges of the American 
political landscape, things might not be so bad as the average citizen might be able to weather such 
mental irritation as something mildly amusing, even deriving a small laugh from these hypocritical 
inconsistencies. However, these faulty assumptions are no longer a source of comic relief when elected 
officials begin to take them seriously as the basis of future policy decisions. 

At one time, much of this nonsense could be dismissed as fringe hooey. It now infects holders of 
respectable public office. 

Arnold Schwarzenegger, for whom Humvees were first made available in part to the general public to 
assuage his neurosis to have the biggest toy on the block, is now on the bandwagon to reduce emissions 
as part of an initiative spearheaded by the Western Governors Association. And while the governors 
expended fossil fuels to travel to Sedona, Arizona (a New Age resort town where those gathered for this 
coven no doubt reveled in the luxury found there while you are suppose to feel guilty for turning on the 
air conditioner), a number of them handed down an expansive definition of what it means to be an 
environmental criminal. 

Montana Governor Brian Schweitzer is recorded by the Associated Press as saying, "Unless you're 
living naked in a tree eating nuts, you're part of the problem, and I'd like to hear your solution." 

What such a statement essentially means is, that since you do not live in a mythological state 
comparable to Rousseau's "noble savage", you have no right whatsoever to complain about what plans 
the global elite have in store for you. Even if that includes starvation as the minimalist diet mentioned 
above was no doubt an assumption held by many environmentalists such as himself that the masses dare 
to eat foods other than those native to their respective regions even though the elites have the finest 
delicacies airlifted to these neo-pagan confabs such as at an Earth Summit convened in South Africa. 
While there, delegates dined on steak and caviar while denouncing the evils of the indoor flush toilet. 

Nothing like a crocodile taking a bite out of those taking a dump along the river side as a way to cut 
down on the excess population. But then again, you wouldn't actually want to improve conditions in 
these backwards lands as that would do away with the excuse allowing these foreigners to swarm into 
the United States. 

Like the forces of nature they so highly venerate to the extent where things that should be appreciated 
end up being worshiped, the environmentalist threat cycles in and out of the view of the public already 
overwhelmed by the buzzards of tyranny incessantly picking at freedom's dieing corpse. But as with all 
opportunistic scavengers, just because this parasitic ideology does not always attack out in the open that 
does not mean it is not always stalking its prey and is eager to send the accomplishments of the West 
into a death roll from which this civilization might never recover. 

The Anarcho-Totalitarian Nature Of Radical Environmentalism 

To most Americans, environmentalism is perceived as a benevolent cultural force charged with 
preserving the Earth's endangered natural treasures and resources. After all, who could possibly oppose 
freshwater, clean air, and efforts to save fury creatures? Yet few realize there is also a dark underbelly to 
the growing body of thought that motivates this enthusiastic social movement, causing it to often stand 
in opposition to fundamental Christian assumptions regarding God, man, and the relation of each to the 
broader Creation. These faulty assumptions in turn end up posing a major threat to both the liberties we 
enjoy as Americans and the standard of living possessed by industrialized nations resulting from 
technological advancement. 



There is more to radical brands of environmental ethics — also known as "Deep Ecology" — than the 
perennial dilemma between paper or plastic. To a number of the movement's followers, such rigorous 
devotion to nature serves the function of a comprehensive worldview. This perspective molds 
understandings of theology, anthropology, and forms of cultural engagement. 

Fundamental, therefore, becomes this outlook's interpretation of ultimate reality. In one sense, Deep 
Ecology can be seen as an eclectic philosophical movement finding its well of inspiration from the 
confluence of several streams of thought. 

Sociology Professor Bill Devall, who helped coin the movement's name, is quoted in Green Rage: 
Radical Environmentalism & The Unmaking Of Civilization by Christopher Manes as saying, "We are 
arguing that you can start from Buddhism, you can start from Darwinism, you can work your way from 
Native American tradition and work your way to a Deep Ecology position.. ..(140)." What draws these 
disparate starting points together is the common assumption of interconnectedness where all components 
of the environment are dependent upon one another and comprise a totality greater than themselves 
known as the ecosphere. 

The systemic interconnectedness promoted by Deep Ecology exhibits considerable similarity to the 
religious concept of pantheism, the idea that the sum of the universe constitutes God itself. This no 
doubt accounts for the considerable crossover between the ranks of the New Age and radical 
environmentalist movements. 

Deep Ecology's affinity towards pantheistic spirituality bears much of the responsibility for the hostility 
that has developed between orthodox Christian belief and the more exacting brands of environmentalist 
thought. Though adherents are somewhat mistaken as to the philosophical justification for the 
ecological degradation found in the world, dedicated environmentalists are astute in recognizing the 
divergences between these competing conceptions of morality. 

On the one hand, Deep Ecology perceives the world and its contents as a singular undifferentiated 
reality. Christianity, on the other hand, acknowledges the shared attributes of the created order while 
recognizing separate points and shades of ontological valuation along the continuum of being. In the 
essay "The Historical Roots Of Our Ecological Crisis", Lynn White, Jr. argues that Christianity's 
distinction between man and nature serves as the root excuse justifying the despoilment of the planet's 
ecology. While White's hypothesis may be a bit fanciful in its interpretation, his contention does 
highlight the stark contrast in the epistemo logical frameworks presented by each of these systems. 

Deep Ecology descends from its pinnacle of philosophical monism to address the matters of existence in 
the world through the vehicle of ecocentrism, the ethical position that everything in nature possesses the 
same degree of intrinsic worth. Rik Scarce writes in Eco-Warriors: Understanding The Radical 
Environmental Movement, "Deep Ecologists argue that human-centered, or 'anthropocentric' worldviews 
grant people a privileged status... Ecology teaches that no individual or species warrants such a special 
status. For ethical purposes ecocentrism places humans on par with trees, blades of grass, mountain 
lions, and roaches (36)." 

Such thinking ought to send chills down the spines of rational people everywhere. It also no doubt 
explains the reluctance of local governments to spray for burgeoning mosquito populations despite the 
increasing threat posed by the potentially deadly West Nile virus. We certainly wouldn't want to harm 
those darling mosquitoes. 

It is through ecocentrism that the abstractions of environmental philosophy begin to take concrete shape 
in the form of policies and political positions. Deep Ecology's social outlook is centered around 
bioregionalism, a form of socio-political organization whereby boundaries of a territory are delineated 



according to an area's ecological characteristics (Scare, 38). This is done in the hopes of bringing about 
the advent of a new revolutionary society. 

The purpose of bioregionalism is to establish sustainable communities integrated wholly into the 
ecosystem in an attempt to halt the expanse of industrial society. Christopher Manes points out in Green 
Rage: Radical Environmentalism & The Unmaking Of Civilization that thinkers such as Heidegger and 
Marcuse claim that attempts by technology to totalize all aspects of existence ultimately cut the 
individual off from the fabric of the universe (226). 

While such rhetoric may make one want to belt out Coca-Cola jingles atop a lush mountain, these words 
mean much more than planting a garden or ordering cloths from the L.L. Bean catalog. And even 
though there are slightly different paths to the same goal, all of them seek to drastically alter the cultural 
foundations upon which Western civilization rests. 

The first trail to ecotopia winds its way through the dark grove of anarchism. A number of Deep 
Ecologists think of the ideal form of political organization in terms of Ghandi's adage that "The ideally 
nonviolent state will be ordered anarchy (Scarce, 38)." Movement leader Dave Foreman endeavors to 
downplay anarchism's shady connotations by clarifying, "I consider myself a tribalist, not an anarchist 
(Scare, 38)." 

Foreman claims that such social arrangements provide considerable individual freedom within the 
context of an ethical and cultural framework. But as we shall see, neither Foreman nor those following 
in his path have done much to dispel the perception of anarchy as a justification for violence or done 
much to promote traditional conceptions of freedom. 

The archetype upon which most subsequent activism has been modeled is no doubt Earth First!. Earth 
First! was established by a group of environmentally conscientious acquaintances led by Dave Foreman, 
a former staff member of the Washington, DC office of the Wilderness Society who grew disenchanted 
with the increasingly establishmentarian postures of the more prominent environmental groups. For 
whereas organizations such as the Sierra Club and the Audubon Society were marked by their efforts to 
work within the American political system to achieve some degree of environmental compromise, 
organizations and activists following in the Earth First! mold would be characterized by a more 
confrontational and direct course of action. 

The tactics pursued by groups such as Earth First! are known as environmental terrorism or ecotage. 
These acts are also referred to as "monkey wrenching" in honor of the inspiration for them drawn from 
the novel The Monkey Wrench Gang by Edward Abbey published in 1975. 

In the novel, the protagonists set out to save the environment from developers by engaging in acts of 
vandalism against the implements of ecological degradation. The characters accomplish their mission 
by burning billboards, driving bulldozers over cliffs, blowing up railroad tracks, and by pulling up 
survey stakes (Scarce, 240). 

Such fiction would inspire more practical treatments of the subject that would translate these ideas from 
the realm of literature to the world of action. Foremost among such treatises ranks Ecodefense: A 
Handbook On The Militant Defense Of The Earth by none other than Earth First! 's own Dave Foreman. 

Modeled after but perhaps a bit more subdued than the infamous terrorism manual The Anarchist's 
Cookbook, Ecodefense provides the aspiring eco-saboteur with helpful hints on how to destroy 
construction equipment, how to pull up power and seismographic lines, how to make smoke bombs, and 
how to elude detection by authorities (Manes, 82). This manifesto would inspire numerous acts of 
defiance, the best known form being tree spiking which consisted of driving large nails into trees in the 



hopes of destroying any saw bent on defacing the woody masterpieces of the forest. 

Earth First! was most active during the mid 1980's. Dave Foreman has since moved back to 
"mainstream" environmental activities as he now campaigns to reintroduce wolves into the wilds of the 
eastern United States. Apart from the serious danger of saw blades ricocheting off an implanted spike, 
most of the antics perpetrated by these groups promoting an anti-civilization/back to nature mentality at 
that time were more examples of silliness than actual security risks. 

For instance, in December 1989 a faction of Earth First! calling itself the "Gross Action Group" staged a 
"puke-in" at a Seattle shopping mall in the hopes that self-induced acts of regurgitation would persuade 
Christmas shoppers as to the putrid nature of their consumerist ways (Scarce, 89). Despite the seeming 
silliness, the Heritage Foundation in its 1990 report "Eco-Terrorism: The Dangerous Fringe Of The 
Environmental Movement" warned, "...radical environmentalists' extremist philosophy is leading to a 
guerrilla movement that is destroying property... and one day will kill innocent workers or park 
employees (Scarce, 265)." 

In a sense, Earth First! was undone by its own success in promoting its rigorous environmental crusade 
as its own brand of radical activism would become overshadowed by an even more intensive form of 
interventionism. Capitalizing upon innovations in communications technology such as the Internet, 
Mother Nature's avant-garde enjoys a degree of technological sophistication and aptitude for 
mobilization that early Earth First! could have never hoped to possess. These advantages make such a 
network of like-minded fanatics an even greater threat to both the public's safety as well as the nation's 
way of life. 

Walter Laqueur writes in The Age Of Terrorism, "If terrorism is propaganda by deed, the success of a 
terrorist campaign depends decisively on the amount of publicity it receives (121)." It is precisely this 
opportunity for increased visibility that has spurred radical environmentalism onwards to greater and 
greater levels of destructive mayhem. 

One such group making the most of increasing levels of technological sophistication is the Earth 
Liberation Front. With the proliferation of the Internet, such groups have become increasingly difficult 
to track. 

The Special Agent In Charge of the FBI's Seattle Field Office told that city's Post Intelligencer in an 
article titled "Elusive Radicals Escalate Attacks In Nature's Name" published 6/18/2001, "We don't have 
an organizational structure to attack — no finances, no membership lists, no meetings." In other words, 
the leaders of these cells enjoy the anonymity provided by cyberspace while issuing directives and 
encouragement via webpages to decentralized vigilantes acting alone of their own accord as they carry 
out such deeds. 

Such mischief has included the smashing of sports utility vehicles, the torching of houses under 
construction, and the theft of laboratory animals. Others preferring street theater to guerilla raids use the 
same technologies to disseminate their ideas via email, message boards, and webzines summoning 
unscrubbed revelers to mass demonstrations where the zealous besiege and destroy any symbol of global 
consumer culture befalling their path as evidenced at noted rallies in Seattle, Quebec, and Genoa. 

Having abandoned a Biblical understanding as to the nature of the universe and man's relation to it in 
favor of a more pantheistic model, radical environmentalist policies are fraught with a number of 
inconsistencies harboring serious social implications. The first glaring hypocrisy that no doubt leaps out 
at even the most casual observer of current events is how a movement claiming to be dedicated to the 
integrity of all forms of life and the principles of nonviolence so willfully engages in such blatant acts of 
sabotage. 



Unencumbered by Biblical injunctions upholding the propriety of the individualized ownership of 
resources, covert ecoteurs and raucous protesters alike do not view their acts of mischief as violence but 
rather as minor acts of vandalism. This is because such deeds are directed at inanimate technological 
objects or structures of economic development rather than at manifestations of the natural world such as 
life forms and landscapes. 

Yet that does not mean residents of the industrialized world can breathe a sigh of relief that these 
campaigns have reached the pinnacle of their destructive onslaught. One of the movement's operatives 
subdued by authorities warned in the Seattle Post Intelligencer that, if the federal government were ever 
to carry through on plans to increase the role of nuclear power in America's energy policy, the stakes 
would be so high that it would not be out of the question for activists to target the homes of nuclear 
executives or even the executives themselves. The American people, however, should not think of 
themselves or their possessions as beyond the scope of this disruptive brand of political participation. 

Many of the most radical environmentalists, and thus the most likely to act, long for a day when society 
will no longer be dependent upon modern technology. Such a goal seems at present unattainable as 
gadgets, gears, and gizmos seem to proliferate at every turn. 

But according to the September 2001 issue of Popular Mechanics, there is a new device on the horizon 
called an "e-bomb" that could make these Utopian aspirations a reality. The e-bomb would emit an 
electromagnetic pulse with the potential to destroy nearly every computer, electrical appliance, and 
motor in the civilized world without technically taking a single life in the attack itself. Casualties would 
no doubt mount afterwards, but environmental terrorists would dance around this by pinning that blame 
on the victims themselves for losing touch with the land and growing too dependent on mechanical 
conveniences. 

Such a scenario is no doubt already being mulled over in the minds of those who craft the popular 
imagination. This very development served as part of the back story for the sci-fi drama "Dark Angel", 
set amidst an America struggling to rebuild after just such an ambush by ardent technophobes. 

Chaos and mayhem are not the only dangers posed by those caught in Deep Ecology's web. Despite the 
movement's tendency seemingly towards anarchy, it also displays a frightening streak towards 
authoritarian elitism. 

For example, while often claiming to represent the interests of the so-called "indigenous peoples" of the 
world, these activists would think nothing of preempting the rights of self-determination these natives 
should enjoy as human beings. Science correspondent Ronald Bailey points out in the July 2001 issue 
of Reason Magazine in the article "Rage Against The Machines: Witnessing The Birth Of The Neo- 
Luddite Movement" that certain green intellectuals propose that traditional tribal cultures be prevented 
from acquiring the technologies that would disrupt their established ways of life. 

Often this complaint has little to do with the well-being of the rainforest. One author thought it was just 
terrible that one ethnic group in India no longer sat around the campfire singing songs but now instead 
listens to the radio. Bailey points out that one particular article on the website Primitivism.com 
questioned whether or not mass ownership of computers should even be permitted, the use of such 
devices no doubt restricted to those agreeing with the editorial slant of that particular website. 

A number of Deep Ecologists — despite all of their hemming and hawing against the inequities 
perpetrated by globalist institutions — do not themselves believe in inalienable rights or some form of 
constitutional representative democracy as given absolutes. Kirkpatrick Sale writes in Mother Of All, 
"Bioregional diversity... does not mean every region... will build upon the values of democracy, equality, 
liberty, freedom, justice or other suchlike desiderata." Such a statement leaves the room for numerous 



human rights abuses perpetrated by a cadre of Platonic philosopher-kings operating on behalf of the 
environment. 

Those taking solace in the fact that the rulers of such an ecotopia will suffer along with us in this Spartan 
existence devoid of automobiles, air conditioning, and microwave ovens are in for a rude awakening. 
For the leaders of such a regime will likely continue to enjoy a reasonably luxurious existence. 
Responding to comments made by Barbara Streisand on her webpage that Californians ought to turn off 
their lights and hang their laundry on a clothesline to conserve energy, columnist Dave Berry in a July 8, 
2001 Miami Herald column titled "California Should Conserve On Car Chases" remarked how uplifting 
it is to be lectured to by someone whose residence consumes more electricity than many Third World 
countries and questioned if Streisand even did her own laundry. 

These hypocritical conservation tips are not the only example of environmentalism run amok that the 
rich and famous would impose upon the remainder of society in Earth's holy name. This threat is 
epitomized by a trend referred to as the "slow food movement". 

The slow food movement seeks to replace agriculturally intensive but economic foods with higher- 
quality, less-efficient traditional varieties utilizing organic methods. While the elite would be free to 
procure whatever delicacy titillates their palates or assuages their consciences, what are the rest of us 
going to eat when decreased food supplies and more labor-intensive production techniques result in 
astronomical prices? 

Addressing the reluctance of Christians to tackle this delicate area of scientific and social inquiry, in 
Moral Dilemmas: Biblical Perspectives On Contemporary Ethical Issues, Kerby Anderson writes, 
"Christians fear the prevailing pantheistic influence on the environmental movement. But New Age 
influence ... may be due to the... withdrawal of Christians from this arena. When Christianity did not fill 
this void, pantheism and other wordlviews filled it instead (195)." The result has been absolute ethical 
confusion and the inversion of the moral pyramid. 

Peter Huber notes in Hard Green: Saving The Environment From The Environmentalists that certain 
environmentalists consider Unabomber Ted Kacyznski a more pristine example of the moral ideal they 
are crusading for than even environmental theoretician Al Gore. Unlike the former Vice President, this 
homicidal hermit lived in a rundown shack and fathered no children. Never mind the fact that 
Kacyznski maimed and killed fellow human beings with makeshift pyrotechnics. 

It would seem these warped sensibilities are gaining a more widespread acceptance throughout Western 
culture. Kacyznski's own rambling tractate, published by the Washington Post and New York Times 
under duress of further bombings, is now assigned at Harvard not as part of a course on criminal 
psychology or the ideological motivations behind acts of terrorism but as part of a literature course 
exploring more accomplished intellects. Amidst such bewilderment, Christians must step forward to 
provide a degree of balance acknowledging the need to preserve God's handiwork as well as our right to 
enjoy it now not as slaves but rather as its free stewards. 

Obamacare Provisions Conspired To Eliminate The Elderly 

Many no doubt think that I have gone too far by insinuating that things may get to the point where those 
criticizing the government in general and Obama in particular might meet with, shall we say, expedited 
ends. 

However, the foundation is now being set to neutralize in an efficiently permanent manner one segment 
of the population no doubt seen as being an impediment to the kinds of policies Obama represents. 



Tucked away within the chapters of the Obama Healthcare Bill is a provision for "end of life 
counseling" referred to as "Advance Care Planning Consultation". This clause requires the elderly to 
meet every five years with medical authorities to determine whether or not the individual's life is worthy 
of continuation. 

Supporters will insist that such an assessment is simply to clarify the patient's preferences regarding 
these complicated matters. 

However, in light of statements made by Obama and a number of his closest advisors, one must ask will 
medical professionals simply implement the wishes of the patient or rather pressure the patient into 
complying with the prerogatives of social engineers. 

For example, White House Healthcare Policy Advisor Ezekial Emanuel is said to believe that public 
resources would be better directed towards arts spending than extending the lives of the elderly. 

Likewise, Obama has suggested that the elderly might be just as well off simply given pain medication 
rather than treatments that might actually improve their conditions. 

At the heart of each position is a philosophy known as utilitarianism, which determines an individual's 
worth based upon what they contribute or give back to the COMMUNITY. 

For example, illegal aliens are valuable and deserving of healthcare for their labor as near slaves. 
Sodomites are valuable to the state because of their deep pockets and for eroding traditional morality 
and religion. 

Conversely, under such a system, it is in the state's interest to quickly shuttle the elderly out of this life. 
This is for the following reasons. 

For starters, since they are infirm, the elderly are unable to tangibly contribute to society's perceived 
economic needs. 

However, more importantly, the radical statist feels an overwhelming need to eliminate the elderly since, 
for the most part, as a bloc they represent the greatest opposition to the totalitarian agenda. 

Even though I am still a relatively young man as of the moment I write this, I remember several years 
back receiving a comment over something I had written where the commenter remarked that they were 
glad people like me were eventually dieing out. 

Before it is all over with, don't be surprised if the healthcare you end up receiving is proportionally 
linked to your support of an Obamaist agenda. 

DC Grants Rats More Rights Than Unborn Children 

A law has been enacted by the DC city council not only requiring that must most forms of rodentine 
vermin be captured for rerelease, but that they must also be relocated as family units. 

These creatures are not a pod of whales, a herd of elephants, or a troop of gorillas. 

Given that they will even eat their young and produce another liter a few months or weeks later, I doubt 
they form deep meaningful bonds with their offspring. 



The same fanatics that don't want rats harmed by human hands are the same ones that decimate feral cat 
colonies that would otherwise keep these pests in check. 

It's not like rats are on the verge of going extinct in the nation's Capitol (and given the nature of the city 
it's doubtful that they ever will). 

According to one DC health official from Pakistan, the rat problem at Occupy movement shantytowns 
exceed those in Third World refugee camps. 

Some will snap that the law applies only to pest control officials. 

But for how long? 

Often as in regards to other expansive laws, eventually this dictatorial regulation will be expanded to 
homeowners trying to handle these vermin themselves. 

And speaking of plagues and such, it wouldn't surprise me such laws are not being enacted as a way to 
allow some kind of new strain of the plague to develop with the hopes of systematically eliminating vast 
swaths of the human population. 

Car Free Day Foreshadows Vehicular Tyranny 

Often in their attempt to engineer our lives whether we want them to or not, contemporary liberals have 
a tendency to hand down any number of psychosocial laws or principles since most of them view us as 
little more than animals to herd into a corral. It seems that their behavior is often just as predictable. 

For example, one of the cardinal principles to understanding contemporary liberalism is that the policies 
that they initially enact as voluntary will ultimately be enforced as mandatory. 

Gaining in popularity in large cities and metropolitan areas across the United States is an occasion called 
"Car-Free Day." It is pretty much as it sounds. For no other reason than that they have duped most into 
believing that they are better than everybody else, social planners have told us that we are suppose to 
voluntarily forego the use of our personal automobiles for a day in favor of public transportation and 
bio-locomotion (forms of transit such as walking where we want to go or riding a bike). 

Eventually, this will go from occasional and voluntary to mandatory and permanent. Some will 
denounce such a conjecture as typical conservative and conspiracy fearmongering. 

But is it? It seems more like rational analysis of the mass media. 

In a Washington Examiner column titled "Car-Free In DC In Your Future", Harry Jaffe makes this very 
proposal. Specifically he contends, "Why not make Pennsylvania Avenue from the White House to the 
foot of the U.S. Capitol car- free on Sundays? Imagine the inaugural route, America's Main Street, a 
peaceful parade of strollers, bikers, and walkers." 

Another law of human nature is that what is called for (especially when the demand involves extending 
control over the lives of other human beings) is never enough. 

Those opposed to the automobile won't be satisfied with Pennsylvania avenue closed on Sundays. 
Eventually the call for it to be closed everyday will go out and ultimately this policy will engulf larger 
and larger portions of the city. 



Such a policy could very well come to engulf much of the population of the United States. Impossible, 
the skeptical scoff. But once again, is it? 

Already in the most blighted portions of Detroit and in Katrina-devastated New Orleans, a protracted 
campaign of systematic low grade depopulation has been underway for sometime. 

For instead of sending in SWAT teams to interdict and remove criminally recalcitrant segments of the 
population, municipal authorities need only deny those utilities necessary to enjoy a technologically 
advanced standard of existence. 

The argument is made that too many resources would be expended to maintain or repair such 
infrastructure. Residents would be relocated to areas of higher population density where police and 
bureaucratic operatives do not have to exert themselves to as a great of an extent (we wouldn't want to 
interrupt those coffee breaks and doughnut runs). The abandoned properties would be reforested or 
whatever the lovely sounding word of the month happens to be for infringement of property rights in the 
name of the environment. 

Yet another law regarding how liberals tend to behave manifests itself in regards to the car free issue. 
That is none other than that liberals tend not to abide by the rules imposed upon and the deprivations 
expected of the rest of us. 

For example, one enthusiastic supporter of Car Free Day so much so that he extended the festivity to an 
entire week is Massachusetts Governor Deval Patrick. In 201 1 on the very first day of the 
commemoration, however, he was caught riding in an automobile wherever it was he needed to go. 

Those that have surrendered their free thought in return for what Mark Levin refers to as the proverbial 
government cheese will respond, "But a governor is so much more important and must get wherever it is 
that he needs to go in a safe and timely manner." 

But in terms of your own life and in the lives of your family members, aren't you just as important and 
in many ways even more so than the assorted governmental figureheads and functionaries? 

For example, if you are fired for getting to work late or too far geographically from the places of gainful 
employment, is this governor going to put food on your table? If you are unable to get to your progeny 
quickly after school, will the youngsters be given a police escort home to ensure they are not victimized 
by child predators? 

Celebrations are about much more than having a good time. Such commemorations also convey the 
values those holding them want to build civilization and morality around. 

For example, Mother's and Father's Day uplift the importance of children honoring their parents as well 
as parents providing the kind of nurturing care deserving of such respect. Christmas and Easter remind 
that there is a God who so loved the world that He gave us His only begotten Son. And in its own dark 
way, Halloween reminds that we only get to enjoy the life in this world for a brief while so we had better 
get thinking about what lies beyond. 

Throughout much of the modern and now into the postmodern era, the value of the individual has been 
increasingly downplayed. It is only to be expected that the celebrations commemorating what these 
epochs herald as the ideal would reflect as such. By discerning this, the astute patriot is better able to 
comprehend and counter these exact threats to our liberty. 



Transhumanism In Popular Culture 



When confronted with the idea of transhumanism (the idea that human beings ought to embrace the 
advancement of the abilities of the species beyond our traditional limitations often through the 
application of science and technology), the average person is likely to zone out. With words such as 
nanotechnology, cybernetics, and panspermia bandied back and forth in such discussions, it is easy to 
conclude that one will never be able to understand what some of the most formidable intellects of the era 
are talking about, much less be able to provide a critique or refutation of proposals being considered in 
the most influential of cultural institutions such as academia, the media, bureaucracy, and even, 
increasingly, the churches. 

The average person is not, however, without resources in terms of equipping themselves with at least a 
rudimentary understanding of the agendas being put forward and the philosophies being advocated. 
Surprisingly, acquiring this information costs little more than a subscription to your local cable provider 
or Netflix membership. That resource is none other than popular science fiction television and movies. 

Perhaps the most renowned example of transhumanism in the popular science fiction of the past two 
decades (so much so that two of the episodes in which they have appeared have been voted as favorites 
among fans) is the alien race known as the Borg of Star Trek: The Next Generation and Voyager. The 
Borg were first introduced in the episode "Q Who?" when an entity known as "Q," claiming to be 
omnipotent, flung the starship Enterprise half way across the galaxy in the attempt to persuade Captain 
Picard that Q could be an indispensable member of the crew. 

The Borg would receive their most definitive treatment in the two-part episode "The Best of Both 
Worlds." From these episodes and all the interpretative modifications that would follow, the Borg would 
go on to rank among the most intriguing of Star Trek species. 

One of the aspects of the series that has enabled Star Trek to maintain a degree of popularity over the 
decades has been the detailed alien cultures that have been developed to serve as antagonists or as 
narrative devices through which to explore a variety of issues. For the most part, these have projected 
human characteristics against a larger cosmic backdrop. For example, the Klingons exemplified a culture 
obsessed with honor and military glory. The Bajorans exemplified the struggle the deeply religious face 
when confronted with a rapidly secularizing culture. The Vulcans epitomized what could happen when 
logic is emphasized at the expense of emotion. However, as an adversary, the Borg — despite a basically 
humanoid appearance — were about as alien as you could get. 

What set the Borg apart from most other species in speculative fiction was not their biology per say, but 
rather their mode of being or consciousness. For though a viewer might be startled by the appearance of 
a Klingon or a Ferengi, what one would be seeing, though perhaps slightly different in terms of values 
and appearance, is still a fellow creature that perceives the universe independently within his own 
mental framework and is concerned to a lesser or greater extent about his own continued existence. 
What made the Borg provocatively unsettling as a science fiction adversary was the concept of the 
collective. 

For years, analysts mired in conventional thinking, assured that Communism was dead and would never 
again threaten the free people of the world. The Borg presented a scenario whereby this ideology could 
resurrect itself as a threat from a transhumanist perspective. 

As with the Secular Humanism and the New Age (or Cosmic Humanism as it was termed by William 
Nobel in his monumental opus of worldview analysis Understanding the Times), Transhumanism 
diverges into two extremist streams. Neither of these are ultimately beneficial to humanity if the purpose 
of this technology is to enhance the species beyond its inherent specifications. There is a totalitarian 
Transhumanist strain and an anarchistic Transhumanist strain. 



The Borg represent the totalitarian strain of Transhumanism. It is quite obvious that the name "Borg" is 
derived from the word "cyborg," which has come to categorize an entity whose physical components are 
as much robotic and mechanical as they are biological and organic. However, the greatest atrocity 
committed by the Borg is not so much that they impose these cybernetic enhancements against the will 
of those forced to undergo these procedures. It is, rather, that the Borg obliterate, or at least sublimate, 
the sense of individuality altogether. 

Through the systems of censors and processors placed within the bodies of those taken in by or 
assimilated by the Borg, the individual is incorporated into the Borg group consciousness known as the 
"collective." Thus, in a number of encounters with the Borg decisions by the species were not made by a 
singular leader or council of individuals, but instead by the group as a whole. The primary reason for 
abducting Captain Picard and turning him into Locutus, apart from gaining intelligence on Federation 
strategy and tactics, was to have a singular voice to represent the Borg to "archaic cultures which are 
authority driven." 

Some Transhumanists might view this as a great leap forward in terms of expanding political awareness 
that would allow all members of a group to participate in arriving at a decision approaching consensus 
rather than one arrived at by a singular leader that might not take varying perspectives into account. 
However, what some Transhumanists might consider the ultimate communitarian democracy comes at 
what those echoing Lt. Worf 's retort of, "I like my species the way it is" consider too high of a price. 

This communal solidarity is achieved through a fanatic technological suppression of the self. This is 
done to such an extent that drones disconnected from the group consciousness fall into a disoriented 
state, quite similar to a form of drug withdrawal, continuing to use the pronoun "we" when talking about 
the individual self, and expressing a sense of loss bordering on grief at no longer being able to hear in 
their minds the voices of fellow Borg. The Star Trek: Voyager character, "Seven of Nine," even 
continued to prefer that particular numerical designation, rather than reclaim her human name, and at 
times considered abandoning her reclaimed individuality in order to rejoin the Borg group mind. 

A person's sense of self is not the only thing threatened by the use of Transhumanist technology for the 
purposes of seamlessly incorporating the singular person into the larger social organism whether they 
want to be or not. By minimizing the distinctiveness of each individual within the context of the larger 
group, even if one claims to be elevating the status of everyone by ensuring that each voice plays a part 
in determining the overall consensus, this notion of the ultimate communal entity having the only real 
value minimizes the worth of any of its singular components to the point of fostering a mentality of easy 
bio-disposability. 

When a Borg falls in battle, the body is not respectively retrieved even when comrades are nearby. 
Rather, data components are extracted from the corpse with the remains at best reclamated for what it 
can "give back to the community." 

One often finds this kind of bait-and-switch in certain brands of pantheism. One might have the guru or, 
even in certain instances now, powerful cultural institutions (such as academia or the media) whispering 
in your ear that you, as part of the universe, are a part of God. Such voices then turn around and craft 
intricate policy proposals as to why the elderly should be rationed medical care or that Genghis Khan 
ought to be considered some kind of ecological visionary for having slaughtered millions of people. 

As with other faiths and creeds, Transhumanism can be viewed as having a number of denominations. 
Those bending their knees to the Borg as the patron saint of the Church of Our Beloved Central 
Processor believe that merging man or metal (or at least high grade plastics) ought to be the path 
pursued to take the species to the level beyond the merely human. The second path in pursuit of this goal 
believes it will be best achieved, not so much by incorporating or grafting inorganic components onto 



human beings, but rather by directly tinkering with the genetic blueprint already there to advance the 
capabilities of individuals to levels beyond that of baseline humans. This would be accomplished in part 
by adding genes from other species into the code for human beings. 

This brand of Transhumanism, where the subject itself is enhanced instead of relying on external 
technology, is likely the version of the perspective the average American is most familiar with. It, after 
all, forms the backbone of many classic superhero comic books, movies, and television series. The 
disturbing thing of it is that there are now scientists and policymakers that want to take these stories 
from the realm of the imagination and make them a concrete reality, even though the tales themselves 
often warn of undesirable consequences no matter how enjoyable it might be to swing from the New 
York skyline or to smooch a sopping wet redhead while dangling upside down from a fire escape. 

In most heroic graphic literature narratives, powers and abilities are imbued upon the protagonist 
through accidental circumstances. Foremost among this variety of costumed adventurers rank Spider- 
Man (bitten originally by a radioactive spider but interestingly in the movie series by a hybrid arachnid 
engineered through genetic experimentation) and The Fantastic Four (who acquired their abilities as a 
result of bombardment by cosmic rays while blasting off into outer space). However, the implications of 
having these enhanced abilities from the moment of conception, either as a result of conscientious 
deliberation or as a result of the fortuity of insemination, have also been explored. 

The series Dark Angel chronicled the adventures of a young woman who had been genetically 
engineered — largely through an infusion of feline DNA — to give her enhanced reflexes and senses. In 
similar stories from previous decades, these procedures were often undertaken for the benefit of the 
individual such as the Six Million Dollar Man (which these days would have gotten astronaut Steve 
Austin mediocre medical care for that paltry sum) and the Bionic Woman. Neither of these would have 
survived without extensive technological intervention. 

In the case of incidents like these, it is likely those involved would provide some degree of consent to 
have their physiologies altered so drastically. Dark Angel warned, however, that there could be 
organizations and institutions possessing this technology using it not so much for the benefit of those it 
is applied to, but rather for the sake of an elite and whatever agenda such conspiratorial entities might be 
pursuing. For example, Dark Angel, a young woman named Max, was engineered to be a soldier and 
indoctrinated to be such from the earliest days of her childhood in a facility that subjected her and her 
"siblings" to tortuous physical and psychological testing reminiscent of the tactics used by the Red 
Chinese shown in news footage around the time of the Beijing Olympiad of how that regime trains its 
adolescent athletes. 

Another interesting aspect of the series is that, unlike Star Trek, which takes place in a milieu centuries 
apart from our own, Dark Angel is set in a world likely to come about in a few short years. In the series, 
the United States has fallen victim to an electromagnetic pulse attack that cripples much of the nation's 
electronic infrastructure. The government agency behind the project is known as "Manticore," which 
according to Wikipedia is a creature from Persian mythology composed of parts from various animals 
such as the body of a lion, a tail of scorpion, and the head of a human (making its description similar to 
the locust monstrosities mentioned in Revelation 9 that plague those that do not have the name of God 
sealed on their foreheads). In the second season, it was revealed that Manticore was just the tip of the 
iceberg and something of a front for a secret society involved in genetic experimentation and selective 
human breeding spanning back centuries. 

The series, however, was not without a ray of hope. It was likely one of the first to feature as one of its 
protagonists a citizen journalist or blogger using what were at that time technologies just beginning to be 
used in the capacity of alternative media. 



One of the fictional milieus that has explored the notion of enhanced human beings to the greatest 
degree has been that of the X-Men. A part of the Marvel Comics "multiverse" including characters of 
other enhanced ability such as Spider-Man, The Fantastic Four, and The Incredible Hulk, the X-Men 
also stand apart from their other superhero counterparts in terms of how most of these characters 
acquired their underlying augmented aptitudes. 

In interviews regarding how he came up with the origins of the X-Men, their creator, Stan Lee, decided 
that they were simply born that way as genetic mutants so he would not have to come up with any more 
elaborate accidents. Though he might have done this for the sake of literary expediency, it also provides 
insight for the average person perhaps not scientifically or esoterically inclined into yet another school 
of thought as to how enhanced human beings might come into existence. 

In the cases of both the Borg and Dark Angel, people transcending the limitations of the species are 
brought about through directed, deliberate intervention. However, with the X-Men, these abilities and 
differences come naturally, usually at the onset of puberty or even from birth, if the character in question 
possesses an appearance markedly different from template human beings. Thus, the X-Men and those 
like them, in the context of the Marvel narrative universe are seen as numbering among the next stage of 
human evolution and are given the scientific designation of "Homo Superior" (the name given to 
mutants in Marvel Comics). This would not be all that different than those that think so-called "Indigo 
Children" represent a leap forward beyond that of their parents. 

As intriguing as the perspective is that mankind might not have to intervene in order to bring about our 
next biological paradigm but rather that it will come about at an unexpected moment like Goldsmidt's 
Hopeful Monster hypothesis or at a time when the cosmos itself either deems it consciously or through a 
confluence of fortuitous happenstance, the greatest contribution made by the X-Men in considering the 
issues of human enhancement is in the comics' exploration of how these advances would complicate 
sociology and politics. Often, comics follow a traditional hero-versus-villain narrative. X-Men, in part, 
contributed to expanding the perception of those archetypal categories. 

Inspired by the social upheaval of the 1960s and long identified with by the most enthusiastic of comic 
readers who often find peer acceptance elusive, the X-Men have often been depicted as a band of 
outcasts or even outlaws. Typically in the Marvel universe, mutants born with their powers are viewed 
with suspicion and are not to be trusted because of the drastic differences setting them apart from the 
remainder of the population. Even though such an attitude might strike the reader as prejudiced, as 
evidenced by the numerous mutant characters mistreated throughout these stories, such suspicions are 
not without warrant. 

From that brief description, those unfamiliar with the X-Men might assume that the bitterest foes of the 
X-Men would be anti-mutant human beings. If anything, the X-Men are caught in the middle and just as 
likely to take on foes of enhanced abilities much like their own. For example, Magneto is a survivor of 
the Holocaust who, in the attempt to prevent enduring such a tragedy a second time, has at times adopted 
a militant mutant-supremacism not all that distinguishable from the Nazism that wreaked so much havoc 
in his own young life. Then there is Mr. Sinister, obsessed with genetic experimentation unbridled by 
any ethical boundaries whatsoever. Finally, there is Apocalypse, who has essentially lived through all of 
human history from ancient times, seeing himself as sitting above both human and mutant kinds doing 
with each as he pleases. 

As a highly- imaginative comic franchise, X-Men provides a number of points for Christians to ponder. 
Professor Charles Xavier and his Institute for the Gifted (of which the X-Men exist as its covert elite 
arm) endeavor to foster acceptance and peace between mutants and humanity, which the X-Men view 
mutantkind as a part of, rather than as a distinct species. The perspective that mutants and human beings 
are essentially the same is also shared by the mutant-hunting artificial intelligences known as the 



Sentinels which turn on their human creators at some point in the future when their dispassionate robotic 
logic concludes that the enhanced and the unenhanced are at the deepest levels one-in-the-same. 

Thus, if humanity is successful at some point in the future at enhancing the species at such a 
foundational level, the church is going to have to grapple with just how much of the genetic code can be 
tampered with before it is no longer human. This would be of particular relevance in reference to those 
that have undergone such procedures who may still identify as being human, those who repent in their 
hearts for having undergone these transformations, and most importantly, those who may have been born 
through no fault or choosing of their own to altered human parents and who may sincerely want to 
accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior. Even those that have enjoyed speculative fiction their entire lives 
are going to be shocked the first time they see someone looking like the male lead from Beauty and the 
Beast walking through the church lobby. 

Since the primary emphasis of most popular speculative fiction is the action and adventure, sometimes 
the why and for-what-purpose often gets glossed over by the captivating pyrotechnics and spellbinding 
special effects. Often, it was assumed, hinted at, or alluded to that those altering the human species were 
doing so solely in the name of materialistic purposes. However, a number of popular television programs 
have suggested that radical intervention into what it means to be human might be undertaken in the 
attempt to bring those undergoing the process closer to what such individuals perceive or understand to 
be "God." 

Even in its late 70s incarnation, Battlestar Galactica possessed an openly spiritual bent, borrowing that 
inclination from Star Wars with its emphasis upon the Force, rather than the galactic-pluralism of the 
original Star Trek, which emphasized tolerance between sentient species rather than the existence of an 
overarching metaphysical reality beyond a nebulous declaration of generalized principles. However, 
unlike Star Wars with its notion of a ethereal dualistic spiritualized energy field that "surrounds us, binds 
us" (as Yoda intoned in The Empire Strikes Back), the original Galactica was far from shy in borrowing 
concepts nearly directly from Mormonism, such as wandering tribes on an "exodus" to find the 
Promised Land of Earth that the forefathers of humanity began on the planet Kobol (the homeworld of 
Mormonism's god-being, Kolob), and the idea epitomized in the scene where the angel-like beings told 
Starbuck and Sheeba that as these entities are, humans would one day become. 

The reimagination of Battlestar Galactica retained a spiritual tone, though it was taken in a slightly 
different direction. In the new version, the faith most often expressed among the majority of the 
population of the Twelve Colonies is a form of polytheism borrowed nearly word for word from Greco- 
Roman mythology. However, the most intriguing philosophical addition of the series was the exploration 
of Cylon religion. 

A classic science fiction book title inquired Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?. The producers of the 
reimagined Battlestar Galactica might not have answered that query directly, but they did suggest that 
Cylons spent considerably more time cogitating upon theology since their earlier days when they 
primarily resembled teakettles with anger management issues than most of us realized. Yet, whereas the 
Colonials were portrayed primarily as polytheistic in their religious orientation, the Cylons (especially 
those in the form of bioengineered clones that were virtually indistinguishable on the outside from 
human beings with the exception of the characteristic red light that pulsated up and down the spine when 
overcome by the throws of passion [not unlike Chris Matthews' leg during an Obama Speech]) were 
radically monotheistic. 

By the end of the series, through a revelation of two beings conceptualized as angels for lack of a better 
term, it was made known that the entire epic was part of some divine plan where the band of humans 
from across the cosmos would come to earth and, as viewers learned from the Patrick Macnee voice 
over intro to the earliest episode of the original series, to become "...the forefathers of the Egyptians. . . 



or the Toltecs. . . or the Mayans." However, apparently it was not enough to end the series on the note 
that humans walking the earth today are the descendants of the intermingling of the native hominid 
population found here on earth and that of a prior advent of a species virtually identical to our own. 
Rather, it was hinted at that the hybrid human/Cylon child Hera was actually a mitochondrial Eve, from 
which every last person on the planet can trace their origin. 

All quite fascinating, the reader might think, but what does any of this have to do with human 
enhancement? In the reimagined Battlestar Galactica, rather than being an external menace alien to 
humanity in accordance with fears prevalent during the time of a more publicly acknowledged Cold 
War, it is emphasized in the new version that the Cylons were a human creation that turned against their 
masters. However, in the short-lived Galactica prequel series titled Caprica, in honor of the capitol 
world of the Twelve Colonies, we learn that the Cylons were not developed solely as a result of military 
or industrial interests. A spiritual component also contributed to this breakthrough in artificial 
intelligence that was initially thought to assist in helping at least a select few surpass the limitations of 
human existence. 

Echoing shades of Greco-Roman times, the polytheist establishment of Caprica, if not outrightly 
persecuting followers of "the one true God" derided as Monotheists, looks askance at the adherents of 
this faith centered around the colonial world of Gemenon. However, echoing concerns of our own day, 
such suspicions are not without warrant, because within the Monotheistic movement is a faction known 
as the Soldiers of the One that utilize violence to further the group's agenda. 

At the beginning of the series, Monotheist Zoey Graystone, who thinks she is running away to 
Gemenon, is killed in a terrorist attack perpetrated by her own boyfriend. However, that was not the last 
viewers would see of Zoey or at least what was portrayed as her semi-autonomous facsimile. 

As the story unfolds, it is revealed that Zoey was something of a computer-programming prodigy and 
was able to replicate an interactive avatar of herself in V- World, a digital realm that combines the social 
aspects of the Internet with the tangible interactivity of the holodeck from Star Trek. Eventually, Zoey's 
mentor, who turns out to be a member of the terrorist faction, finds out about the sentient avatar and 
believes it is the first step to achieving her goal of a state called "apotheosis." 

As with other terms in science fiction that sound like conceptual drivel to the unsuspecting ear, 
"apotheosis" is a notion increasingly bandied about in circles where philosophical and religious thought 
overlap with technological speculation. Like Sister Clarice (Zoey's mentor), proponents of apotheosis in 
transhumanist circles hope to transcend the limitations of human temporal corporeality by essentially 
uploading the human mind or soul into some kind of computer or autonomous android by copying the 
memories stored in our brains as electrochemical impulses. While you would still technically die 
eventually as a biological organism, postmodernist thought has so unhinged itself from biblical concepts 
of what constitutes life and existence that many would be hard-pressed to refute why an android with a 
sufficiently complex degree of computer processing power thinking it was you theoretically with all 
your memories shouldn't simply be considered an 
upgraded version of yourself. 

The humans of the early 21st century look upon all the grandiose predictions made by science fiction 
authors and analytical futurists and see, for the most part, that at our most basic despite all the advances 
in technology and culture, we are pretty much as we have always been throughout recorded history in 
terms of our fundamental nature and composition. Another subgenre of science fiction suggests that 
enhancement will not come about either through our own efforts nor spontaneously on its own. Rather, 
such stories speculate enhancement will come from efforts directed by intelligences from what would be 
considered beyond the Earth. 



Though by no means the only example as this general theme has just about become so cliched that there 
is almost the danger of it no longer sparking the imagination the way it once did in terms of stimulating 
discussion as to both the origins and future of humanity, a prime example of this kind of series would be 
Gene Roddenberry's Earth: Final Conflict. The opening narration of the series intoned, "Three years ago 
they came, forever altering the future of humanity." 

Thus, Earth: Final Conflict dealt with mankind's first contact with extraterrestrials from beyond our 
world. Though the aliens possessed technology vastly superior to our own that they claimed that they 
wanted to share with us out of their own sense of altruism, it isn't long until it is realized, at first by a 
small cadre of resistance fighters, that the "Companions" (as these nonterrestrial entities are initially 
construed as) need us far more than we need them. However, Earth: Final Conflict was not so much the 
standard "aliens trying to take over the earth" epic, as it was one about aliens coming to earth to manage 
and manipulate mankind as a pharmaceutical livestock crop. 

Though technologically advanced, because of pursuing a Gnostic evolutionary course eschewing the 
material body in favor of existence as beings composed more of energy than physical substance, the 
Taelons discover that they are no longer able to reproduce their species. Thus, one of the primary 
reasons for coming to Earth was to utilize the human species to overcome this quandary. 

Part of the downfall of Earth: Final Conflict was the failure of producers to stick to innovative plotlines 
to their ultimate fruition. One introduced at the conclusion of its first season to cover over the departure 
of the program's lead male protagonist provided a scenario as to how beings from beyond the earth 
might be the ones responsible for bringing about the enhancement of the human species. 

Around the time of the first season finale, it was revealed that the Taelons are not the only other sentient 
species besides mankind in the cosmos, nor are human beings the first manipulated for their purposes. 
Out of suspended animation comes a similar entity composed of an energy-based physiology, but unlike 
the Taelons, this one — known as a Kimera and considered to be an evolutionary predecessor or at least 
genetic contributor to the Taelons — is in no need of interstellar Viagra. By first mimicking the 
appearance of an unsuspecting male host, the alien is able to seduce a human woman and cause her to be 
found with child. In order to provide a "totally plausible" explanation for the new male lead to assume 
his role, the child fully matures in a matter of fifteen to thirty seconds upon being born. 

For a few episodes at least, before this conceptual element was downplayed before it was resurrected 
ironically as a way to write out this thespian as well when the production company decided to dump the 
American cast members in favor of an all Canadian ensemble, the nature of this character (Liam 
Kincaid) was examined. Apart from the energy bolts that could be discharged from his palms as a 
defensive mechanism, one intriguing concept was that the extraterrestrial component of his physiology 
was centered within a third helix to his DNA. As many will recall from encounters with their high 
school biology texts or A&E and the Discovery Channel before these networks developed obsessions 
with fishing trawlers, junk peddlers, and overly-tattooed fugitive retrieval agents, DNA is renowned as a 
double-helixed molecule. 

Some readers might dismiss this entire analysis that they have just read. Surely, they respond, one 
cannot portend from outlandish entertainments the paths science and technology will take in the years 
and decades to come. However, it must be remembered that twenty or so years ago it would have 
seemed ludicrous that most Americans would not have to be tethered to literal cables crisscrossing the 
country in order to access the nation's telecommunications system or that as they traveled about the 
highways they would no longer be shackled by the whims of local radio programming directors, but 
could assert a degree of control over their own mobile entertainment decisions with entire collections of 
music at their very fingertips. 



According to the History Channel special, How William Shatner Changed the World, the inventors of 
these very devices such as the cell phone and the MP3 player acknowledge the inspiration derived in 
part from viewing similar gadgets on various episodes of Star Trek. Such a realization has to cause the 
reflective to pause when the machine being tampered with and manipulated in so much of speculative 
fiction these days is nothing less than the human body itself. For we are warned in Genesis 11:6, "And 
the Lord said, Behold, the people is one, and they have all one language; and this they begin to do: and 
now nothing will be restrained from them, which they have imagined to do." 

Grammar Marms Ignorant Of The Looming Genetic Tyranny 

At Liberty University, Senator Rand Paul warned of the temptations and dangers inherent to genetic 
experimentation and manipulation. 

But instead of confronting one of the most profound issues that an advanced technological society will 
face in the years and decades ahead, smaller minds and those of limited imagination are focusing on 
whether or not the legislator's remarks were rhetorically footnoted with all of the punctuation put in the 
right place. 

Those with too much time on their hands unable to substantially refute the Senator's remarks, such as 
Rachel Maddow, are claiming that he plagiarized his summary of the film Gattica from Wikipedia. 

If truck drivers and hog farmers rather than academics and journalists were the ones that got all worked 
up over plagiarism, would this linguistic oversight be considered all that much of an outrage? 

Snobs siding with Maddow flippantly query what does Gattica have to do with a political campaign 
stop. 

After all, that distracts from much more important work such as the legalization of gay marriage and the 
distribution of subsidized birth control. 

However, will these libertines keep singing the same tune when a test is developed possibly determining 
whether or not someone might be inclined towards the particular variety of temptation of which Rachel 
Maddow is herself afflicted as evidenced by her mannish appearance? 

Perhaps Senator Paul should have been more careful in observing the protocols of scholastic attribution. 

But isn't this response to his remarks akin to dismissing someone warning against the dangers of the 
looming Final Solution because the analyst in question forget to mention what review of Mein Kampf 
was being quoted from? 

Woodsy On The Rampage: The Ecology Of Radical Environmentalism 

In this era of hyperterrorism where every Tom, Dick, and Abdul with a grudge against society because of 
a rotten childhood blows up a bus or shoots up a post office, many are not too concerned about the 
activities of other outcasts striving to save the spotted owl or kangaroo rat with methods outside 
accepted political procedure since the most violent terrorists create the more pressing security concerns. 
However, simply because radical environmentalists aren't known for eliminating their opposition with 
explosives, that does not mean that this movement challenging many of the presuppositions of modern 
technocratic society is not worthy of our attention. 

The radical environmental movement began in opposition to the growing establishmentarian attitude of 
mainstream environmental groups such as the Audubon Society, the Sierra Club, the Wilderness Society, 



the Natural Resources Defense Council, the National Wildlife Federation, the Izaak Walton League, the 
Defenders of Wildlife, the Environmental Defense Fund, the National Parks & Conservation 
Association, and the Environmental Policy Institute who are collectively referred to as "the Group of 
Ten (Scarce, 16). These organizations take a relatively pragmatic stand towards the preservation of the 
nation's environmental treasures. For example, some of these mainstream groups agreed to let the 
government construct Glenn Canyon Dam in Arizona, and in other instances, these groups have been 
modest in the amount they demand be set aside for preservation. 

This sense of compromise with government authorities in order to preserve at least a modicum of the 
nation's natural resources has created a rift of ambiguity between the mainstream and the more radical 
environmentalist groups. On the one hand, radical environmentalists oppose compromise in the name of 
the environment on philosophical grounds. However, their own unreasonable demands are also part of 
an orchestrated strategy designed to make public officials more cooperative with the demands made by 
groups like the Sierra Club whose demands look reasonable in comparison to the ultimatums made by 
the radicals. 

However, the radical environmental movement is more than a marketing ploy designed to win demands 
from government officials. It is also a school of thought drawing inspiration from various philosophical 
sources. One of the main philosophical schools that radical environmentalists draw upon is known as 
"Deep Ecology". According to this set of ideas, the conservation policies pursued by more mainstream 
environmental groups are incorrect because man is still used as the primary measure of all things, at 
least when it comes to environmental protection (Manes, 56). To the Deep Ecologist, every natural thing 
is on equal footing. Human beings are no better than moss or a pine cone. 

Any assertion to the contrary is labeled anthropocentrism, which is an offense as allegedly as vile as 
racism. While this philosophy may make one feel neighborly towards the chipmunks down at the park, 
this way of thinking is fraught with a number of dangers. For example, it was asserted in one media 
account of a couple attacked by a rabid cougar, that no one had the right to kill the beast even though 
one of the mauled individuals lost several fingers in the attack. Needless to say, the person making the 
comment had never faced similar circumstances. 

Coupled with this bio or eco-centrism is a disdain for technological development. Following in the 
footsteps of Herbert Marcuse's One Dimensional Man, radical environmentalists believe that technology 
allows man to dominate nature (Manes, 26). As such, he is dehumanized by his own inventions as 
existence is reduced to production and consumption. Never mind the fact that it is modern technology 
that allows individuals feeling this way to have the leisure time to devise and disseminate these 
thoughts. If dependence on technology can be reversed, it is thought, man will be able to reestablish his 
proper place in the natural world. 

However, there is more to this worldview than abstract thinking and philosophical posturing. Being a 
physically active lot as many of the movement's adherents are avid outdoorsmen, much of the 
movement's theoretical underpinnings are based upon action and deed. 

The primary action-oriented text inspiring radical environmentalism is The Monkeywrench Gang by 
Edward Abbey who considered himself a "literary bum" destined to stand against the technological and 
industrial forces simultaneously arrayed against human freedom and environmental preservation 
(Scarce, 240). The Monkeywrench Gang is a novel about a group of live-hard outdoorsmen who roam 
the countryside in an old van performing various acts of ecological sabotage such as burning billboards, 
driving bulldozers over cliffs, pulling up survey stakes, and yanking out railroad tracks. The sequel to 
The Monkeywrench Gang, written shortly before Abbey's death, is Hayduke Lives! in which the gang 
reunites for one more spate of neo-Luddite shenanigans. 



While these works help define the action-oriented aspects of radical environmentalism in a highly 
entertaining format, they also expose the inconsistencies at the heart of the movement. For example, 
throughout The Monkeywrench Gang, the characters rail against highways while tossing empty beer 
cans on to the side of the road; and while claiming to be at one with nature, the characters long for the 
showers and coffee at the Holiday Inn (Scarce, 240). 

Another book with widespread popularity among radical environmentalists is Ecodefense: A Handbook 
For The Militant Defense Of Earth. Ecodefense is a how to on radical environmentalist tactics. In a 
sense, it is comparable to The Anarchist's Cookbook as it elaborates how to perpetrate mayhem by 
decommissioning bulldozers, pulling up survey stakes, and spiking trees as well as other tactics designed 
to stop the hordes of civilization seeking to pillage the wilderness (Scarce, 74). 

Written by Earth First! founder Dave Foreman, Ecodefense was an immediate success with it being read 
by young environmental radicals from around the world. The book became so influential that the 
supervisor of the Williamette National Forest in Oregon testified in a Congressional hearing that he 
would consider closing the area under his jurisdiction if the tactics described in the book were carried 
out within the forest's boundaries (Manes, 83). And on a lighter note, Ecodefense was published by a 
firm called "Nedd Ludd Books" named in honor of the 19th century worker who participated in a 
campaign to destroy various forms of factory machinery. 

The group that probably first and foremost put the principles embodied by this ideology into practice 
was Earth First!. The exclamation point is part of the groups name and not a grammatical construct 
symbolizing this author's enthusiasm for the organization 

Earth First! was founded by an assortment of individuals coming from a variety of backgrounds. Dave 
Foreman, who would later go on to write the aforementioned Ecodefense, started off surprisingly as a 
Republican and member of the Young Americans For Freedom as a supporter of Barry Goldwater. 
Foreman joined the Marines, but eventually went AWOL. He worked for a time for the Wilderness 
Society, only to leave the group disenchanted with what he perceived as the organization's moderation. 
Howe Wolke, who was considered by some as somewhat more of a libertarian, was a forestry student, 
bouncer, and oilfield hand, came to Earth First! from Friends of the Earth where he worked as a field 
representative attending public meetings and handling press relations. He quit that organization because 
that organization cut his $75 per month salary (Manes, 66). Mike Roselle was a radical involved with 
Abbie Hoffman's and Jerry Rubin's Yippy counterculture organization who himself later left that group 
because of its perceived political opportunism in order to establish the "Zippies". Other founding 
members of Earth First! included Bart Kochler, a former Wyoming Wilderness Society staff member 
with a knack for political organization as well as song writing, and Ron Kezar, a former seasonal U.S. 
Park Service employee who was trained as a librarian and an expert on the history of American military 
strategy (Manes, 68). 

Groups such as Earth First! believe that the earth will be saved via anarchy which will topple modern 
industrialized technocratic civilization. In such a context, anarchy is defined as, "...the maximum 
possible dispersal of power; political, economic... and military power. An anarchist society would 
consist of a voluntary association of self-reliant self-sustaining autonomous communities (Scarce, 88)." 

However, within the ranks of Earth First! there was a rift over just how much anti- Americanism that the 
notion entailed. One faction led by group founder Dave Foreman held that anarchy was merely a means 
to an end which was the preservation of the biosphere. As such, flag burnings, an act of defiance 
preferred by some in the group, were seen as uncalled for (Scarce, 88). The other side of the dispute was 
led by ecofeminists, who combined the struggle against environmental degradation with the struggle 
against the patriarchy, and a splinter group originally called "Stumps Suck" but which ultimately settled 
on the name "Live Wild Or Die". Both of these submovements used their Earth First! activism as a 



broader platform to attack the wider consumer culture (Manes, 103). 

Though often classified as "soft-core terrorist groups" by the FBI, many of the deeds committed by these 
kinds of organizations often border more on the juvenile than on the outright dangerous though still 
unquestionably criminal. Since many of these groups claim to ascribe to a code of nonviolent ethics 
based upon their own interpretation of Gandhian principles, many of these groups have turned to 
alternative forms of political behavior. 

For example, one group calling itself the Revolutionary Ecoterrorist Pie Brigade tossed pies at timber 
industry spokesman at a convention. Another group put cow patties atop a Forest Service office 
building's air conditioners in Washington State's Okanogan National Forest (Manes, 104). And yet a 
another Earth First! splinter group called the Gross Action Group staged an event referred to as a "puke 
in" at a Seattle shopping center in 1988 when the activists ingested a vomit-inducing drug in order to 
shock holiday shoppers into realizing the disgusting nature of American consumerism, no doubt 
prompting sales to temporarily dip at the food court (Scarce, 89). 

Despite these shenanigans, not all forms of radical environmental activism can be dismissed as good 
natured frolicking in the North Woods. Some of the tactics are downright life threatening. 

One of the most common and dangerous activities engaged in by radical environmentalist groups is tree 
spiking where nails are driven into trees often slated for sale from national forests into private hands. 
The point of such an exercise is to discourage timber companies from extracting the wood because of 
the damage the nails could do to expensive equipment and not to mention the employees who would 
most likely be injured by flying nails, shattered equipment, or both. 

To justify these actions in light of their "nonviolent" ethics, tree spikers often inform forestry authorities 
of their activities prior to harvest in order to avoid human injury. A prominent tree spiking incident 
occurred in May 1987 when a mill worker was injured by a band saw shattered by a tampered tree. 
Timber authorities roundly condemned Earth First! who denied involvement. Surprisingly, the injured 
mill worker publicly stated his support for Earth's First! 's goals. In an even bigger twist of events, it 
was learned that Earth First! had not carried out this particular tree spiking as had been concluded 
earlier. The perpetrator was actually an irate libertarian worried that timber companies logging near his 
property would want his land next (Manes, 11). 

Despite this record, fears on the part of law enforcement are not without justification. Dave Foreman, 
one of Earth First! 's founders, did say, "It's time for a warrior society to rise out of the Earth and throw 
itself in front of the juggernaut of destruction, to be antibodies against the human pox that is ravaging 
this precious beautiful planet (Manes, 86)." Pretty strong words, especially considering the fact than 
many in the group, while pro-environment, aren't necessarily vegetarian or against hunting, with human 
beings being just another string in nature's web no more important or distinct from any other animal. 

Radical environmentalists have proven that they themselves are not above the use of violence. For 
example, one group calling itself Direct Action blew up a British Columbia electrical substation in 1982. 
A radical Greenpeace splinter group calling itself the Sea Shepherds has no qualms about ramming what 
the organization considers pirate whaling ships on the high seas (Manes, 86). Other groups get a kick 
from setting bulldozers and related construction equipment on fire. 

The future of radical environmentalism and its accompanying deeds of quasi-violence and para- 
terrorism are the subjects of intense debate. Analysts are divided over the issue. 

One perspective concludes that the violence will only get worse. A 1990 report released by the Heritage 
Foundation titled "Eco-Terrorism: The Dangerous Fringes Of The Environmental Movement" argues 



that eventually innocent people will likely be hurt by the fanaticism of this ideology that prefers moss 
over man (Scarce, 265). 

The other side of this debate contends that, if such violent actions were taken, they would be counter 
productive as many law abiding citizens view environmental issues as quality of life issues. For 
example, residents of both Pennsylvania and Virginia have at times thumbed their noses at assorted 
development projects that would impact the historical and cultural distinctiveness of geographical 
treasures such as Lancaster Dutch Country and George Washington's boyhood home. 

Only time will tell if the true goals of radical environmentalism are simply about raising public 
awareness or about tossing a wrench into the gears of the technological society they claim to loathe for 
the purposes of tearing it down. 

Fox News Pundits Deride Creationists As Unfit For Public Office 

Despite differing perches along the political spectrum, in separate segments on the 8/29/11 edition of 
The O'Reilly Factor, Juan Williams, Bernard Goldberg, and Kinky Friedman each made snide comments 
against candidates for the Presidency that did not embrace evolution as part of their respective individual 
worldviews. 

Each of these spokesmen for the secularist perspective (though Williams made a fuss over his 
Episcopalianism which has been one of contemporary Christianity's most spineless forms) insinuated 
that one's position regarding origins somehow represents an intellectual deficiency if one does not 
enthusiastically embrace Darwinism. 

Perhaps we should take a moment to examine how this might impact a politician's political philosophy. 

Often ultrasecularists assure we dimwitted rubes that religion has no bearing on the nuts and bolts issues 
voters really care about as the nation edges closer to financial ruination and social collapse. 

These days, one is as likely to hear this from certain varieties of grassroots conservatism as you are from 
ACLU types. Even if evolution was true, what bearing does Rick Perry, Michelle Bachmann or Sarah 
Palin believing the world was created six thousand years ago have on the proverbial price of tea in 
China? Given the worthlessness of the US dollar, such an example is no longer as merely rhetorical as it 
once was. 

On the national level, it's not like a singular figure would be able to reverse the inertia of an entrenched 
technocratic bureaucracy steeped in scientism. 

If a more creationist approach to science held sway in the jurisdictions where the aforementioned 
politicians enjoy a constituency, who are elites to criticize the prevailing conceptual framework? 

After all, aren't these the same multiculturalists that dare anyone to criticize the adherents of a particular 
unmentioned religion who have a penchant for flying jetliners into skyscrapers and to strap sticks of 
dynamite to their chests? 

Those thinking, to paraphrase Bernard Goldberg, that is is ignorant to believe that dinosaurs and human 
beings might have shared the earth at the same time apparently also believe that how the world came 
into existence impacts other areas of existence. That is a notion that they share with the Christian that 
actually just comes at the question from the opposite direction. 

Since those wanting to shut God out or at least hold Him at bay in one's approach to one of life's most 



fundamental questions are being granted an audience on what is constantly tauted as cable's most highly 
rated news program, perhaps we should examine these assumptions a little more closely. 

Those holding to evolution believe everything is in a constant state of flux and change. There are no 
unaltering realities or lasting principles. 

For example, Congress shall make no law abridging the free exercise of religion or speech, or the right 
to bear arms shall not be infringed. Those might have been alright in the 1700's, but those provisions 
aren't meant for today since we have progressed so far beyond them, the evolutionary collectivist would 
argue. 

Rights are not something we are endowed with by our Creator as individuals made in His image. Rather 
these protections are statutory provisions that can be extended and contracted for the benefit of the elite 
ruling any given society. 

The contrasting perspective holds that every detail in the opening chapters of the Book of Genesis are to 
be taken literally. Such an assumption produces a number of worldview implications. 

For example, the theist holding to the Genesis account generally believes that the individual is created in 
the image of God. This doctrine is taught in Genesis 1:26. 

As such, the individual possesses an innate dignity and worth. The person is not some random 
conglomeration of cells to be manipulated, reconfigured, and even obliterated for no valid reason. 

However, that very same origins account that places man in such high esteem also reminds the reader 
that we are also a marred and broken species. There is only so much that can be done with us no matter 
what kind of theory the overeducated postulate in the attempt to deny the reality staring them straight in 
the face. 

Thus, those principles viewed as outdated and obsolete are often the only things that prevent us from 
being obliterated by those so deluded that they think they can remake the entire world in their own 
warped image. 

Evolutionists More Insistent Than Ever About Being A Monkey's Uncle 

One wrench that use to be tossed into Darwinism's mechanistic view of the universe was the raising of 
the issue of what supposedly happened to all of those transitional forms. 

Even Darwin himself is alleged to have relented that his theory would ultimately be proven or discarded 
on the basis of such geological evidence. 

For well over a century now, those wanting to extol what passes for education over and above 
commonsense have attempted to elaborate any number of conceptual bypasses around the 800 pound 
subhuman hominid in the room. 

An article in the May 201 1 edition of Discover Magazine makes such an attempt by positioning that we 
ourselves are the transitional forms or at least what's left over of them in terms of primate evolution. 

No longer are we to think of ourselves in terms of being exclusively modern homo sapiens. Rather we 
are to view ourselves as the genetic composites of previous ancestors such as Neanderthals and those 
other creatures reminiscent of Chaka from Land of the Lost. 



This theory is put forward as an attempt to silence the critics of naturalistic evolution. 

Yet the hypothesis ends up raising a number of questions that reveal just what one has to ignore and 
overlook in order to accept this particular narrative's attempt to account for the origins of man. 

Foremost, if other higher order hominids were eventually wiped out or disappeared because they 
interbred increasingly with what we would recognize as human beings, why wouldn't these alleged 
ancestors we are more reluctant to embrace as part of our own kind, if they are able to produce a fecund 
offspring as a result of copulation through mating, be considered fellow human beings? 

For is not the history of Anthropology literally littered with the corpses of people thought to be of the 
status of less than fully human? I recall Ken Ham one time claiming that at one point in the 1800's 
Australian Aborigines were harvested as research specimens. 

Even when these remains are uncovered as part of legitimate research and excavation, it must be asked if 
a number of these conclusions arrived at are really inherent to the evidence or are active imaginations 
reading back into the data what these researchers instead intensely want to see. 

For if Neanderthals could interbreed with run of the mill human beings to the point where certain 
evolutionary theorists are insisting that we ourselves are partially Neanderthal, aren't Neanderthals just 
another racial or ethnic group? 

Researcher Jack Cuozzo hypothesized in Buried Alive: The Startling Truth About Neanderthal Man that 
Neanderthals may have been the extremely aged or the diseased suffering from degenerative bone 
conditions similar to arthritis. For daring to proffer such a conjecture, foremost proponents of inquiry 
and knowledge resorted to intimidation and threats of violence for presenting such an unconventional 
perspective. 

By downplaying distinctions between human beings and what were at one time categorized as species 
preceding us along the chain of primatology obviously nothing more than glorified apes, radical 
evolutionists hope to further erode the preconceived boundaries between the species for the purposes of 
biological manipulative amalgamation 

Several years ago, I posted a column about Darwinistic propaganda speculating that in prehistoric times 
that the genetic boundaries might not have been as set in stone with jungle fever taking on a connotation 
that might shock those of us entrapped by a morality that frowns upon transpecies romance. 

Sophisticates of the scientific establishment easily dismiss bloggers for being out of touch and not 
playing with a full deck. However, seldom will they speak out against media mouthpieces allied in the 
cause of foisting a revolutionary secularism upon the nation such as The New Republic. 

On the cover of the April 23, 2008 issue was a photo that bordered on the creepy. Depicted was a 
chimpanzee gazing dreamily off into the sky. However, that was not the truly disturbing aspect. 

For as the chimp looked to the sky, tucked beneath his arm was a human female. However, this was not 
the embrace of a zookeeper showing a little affection to one of her charges or like one would share with 
a pet. Rather, from the depiction, one gets more of the impression that these two are somehow lovers. 

The look on the woman's face with head tilted back with her eyes shut and her hand intertwined with the 
paw of the chimp causes one to wonder if the duo might go swinging in the trees together a bit later if 
one gets the drift. 



Some might dismiss such shock as the rantings of a prude with too much time on their hands. However, 
numerous credentialed scientists have come out speculating as to the possibility of a human/chimp 
hybrid as mankind's technical expertise continues to advance while moral expertise among the overly 
educated continues to atrophy. 

According to an article in Wired Magazine titled "Science Without Limits", such a primate hybridization 
program was suggested by renowned evolutionary theorist Stephen Jay Gould. Categorizing the 
experiment as "the most potentially interesting and ethically unacceptable experiment I could imagine", 
Gould speculated such a hybrid would theoretically shed light on how the retention of juvenile 
characteristics in chimpanzees led to the rise of human beings. That is if one believes in that sort of 
hooey. 

The Wired article insists such an endeavor would not be as outlandish as it sounds. Research conducted 
with baboons and rhesus monkeys suggests that given genetic similarities such an undertaking might be 
biologically feasible. Such a creature could be brought into existence through the techniques of 
invitrofertilization and placed within a human surrogate. 

Proverbs 8:36 teaches that those that hate God love death. That not only applies to the individual 
existential death that comes to mind when contemplating that term horrid to all people of goodwill. It 
also applies to the broader obliteration of our species that will result from the failure to properly 
recognize those distinctions that set mankind above his fellow creatures in the natural order below. 

A Conservative Environmental Statement 

Over the course of the past several decades, an entire industry has arisen establishing an ideological and 
philosophical framework addressing the environmental issues facing modern society. Much of this 
thought stems from the worldview of contemporary liberalism, which often exhibits a mindset inimical 
to traditional religion and American socio-political culture and economics. The time has arisen for 
conservative thinkers to devise schools of thought incorporating their finest principles and 
presuppositions with knowledge of what is happening to the handiwork of the Creator. 

This is not some radical departure from the norm. After all, Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot, 
two individuals responsible for laying the framework of America's federal resource preservation 
programs, were Republicans. 

While acknowledging that there are others in the country having different religions, American and 
Western civilization must reembrace its Judeo-Christian foundations in order to save the environment. 
Many environmentalists criticize Christianity for providing a philosophical justification for the 
degradation of the Earth. However, what these critics have failed to realize is that this is only one 
interpretation of this faith in regards to the environment. 

Even though man is given the instruction to subdue the Earth, no where in Christian Scripture is he 
given permission to wantonly destroy what he has not created. In fact, it could be argued that the 
opposite is true. According to theologian Tony Campolo in How To Rescue The Earth Without 
Worshipping Nature, it is in fact contradictory to man's Biblical role of stewardship over the Earth to 
callously destroy nature (194). 

Furthermore, it could be reasoned that, since God created the universe, only He has the right to destroy it 
forever. Therefore, man's attempts to do so could be deemed a form of idolatry violating the First and 
Second Commandments. 

By getting back to their religious, political and economic roots, Americans would also be helping the 



environment as well. In essence, modern conservatism can be good for the environment. 

Often, environmental ideologues and activists promote the message that we must be saved from 
ourselves and that it must be accomplished through a totalitarian revolution on par with the one 
undertaken by the Bolsheviks. This is not the case. 

The key to ecological preservation and to an extent restoration lies not in collectivism but in the very 
cornerstone of liberty. That is none other than private property. 

No doubt to the dismay of many socialists masquerading as guardians of the biosphere, there can exist a 
body of thought derived from Christian and conservative conceptions of property ownership concerned 
with the notion of environmental preservation. Several of these works were reviewed in the 9/1 1/95 
edition of the Washington Times Weekly Edition by Jonathan Adler, at the time director of Environmental 
Studies at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. 

One book reviewed, Property Rights In The Defense Of Nature by Elizabeth Brubaker argues that 
property ownership is the best form of environmental protection. When individuals own something, for 
instance land as property, they are more apt to care for it because their futures and prosperity are 
intertwined with it. 

In a sense, this notion is related to Garret Hardin's tragedy of the commons. The commons did not 
ultimately suffer because of insufficient bureaucratic regulation. The commons were ravaged because 
the people saw them as a public resource and were not psychologically invested in the preservation of 
this resource in the same way as if these plots were privately held. 

Likewise, big government is not necessarily the savior of the environment it is often made out to be. If 
anything, the evidence points towards the opposite conclusion. 

The largest, most pervasive governments in human history behind the Iron Curtain were guilty of the 
most atrocious environmental tragedies. The receding Ural Sea and the Chernobyl nuclear reactor both 
were within the borders of the Soviet Union, the very epitome of a planned economy. 

Often in trendy environmental circles one hears that "small is beautiful". The very same individuals 
mouthing this platitude then turn around and advocate for large global bureaucracies. 

Historian Anna Branwell notes in Ecology In The Twentieth Century that it is contradictory to advocate 
grassroots participatory democracy as an environmental cure while at the same time laying the 
groundwork for a coercive globalist agenda which utterly ignores the expressed will of the people. 
Centralized government planning fails for the same reason that the commons ended up as such a tragedy. 

A hierarchical bureaucracy takes away freedom of the individual, causing him to have no stake in the 
outcome. Thus, bureaucracy has the tendency to thwart many of the laudable goals it was allegedly 
intended to achieve. 

Despite this discrepancy between the small-is-beautiful crowd and their affinity towards heavy-handed 
government solutions, society would do well to remember this axiom of social organization. 

Surprisingly, there is a consensus developing between a number of grassroots activists on both the left 
and the right that Washington is often ill prepared to handle local environmental problems. Too many 
environmental bureaucrats, institutions, and special interest groups have intertwined themselves with the 
entrenched political establishment. Certain varieties of both liberals and conservatives have lamented 
the tragedy wrought by government subsidies such as the case of the Forest Service selling the nation's 



timber resources below their assessed market value. 

The tone of this analysis should not be taken as that of a libertarian manifesto. As a fallen and sinful 
creature, man will always need some level of governmental regulation. 

However, at the same time, it needs to be realized that government must have checks placed upon it 
because it is ultimately staffed by those having the same sin nature these agencies were instituted to 
guard against. Rather than harassing an innocent individual for removing a tree from his wetland 
property, governments should instead concentrate their efforts on rogue corporations harboring loyalties 
to no nation or overriding moral principles. Profit, in and of itself, is not evil; however the way it can be 
earned is. 

The preservation of the environment does not require a radical transformation of human values and 
society. Rather, the effort requires Americans to reembrace those core values at the heart of their unique 
national identity — thrift, nobility, and individual responsibility. Over the years, a number of Americans 
have lost touch with these values in part as a result of interferences on the part of a government thinking 
it knows best. 

However, through the curtailment of government subsidies and through the punishment of known 
polluters, the beneficent invisible hand described by Scottish economist Adam Smith will guide the 
nation in the selection of policies felicitous to freedom, flora, and fauna. Dominion over nature does not 
always translate into its conquest or destruction, but rather the oversight of these treasures and resources 
in the name of their omnipotent Creator. 

Absentminded Professor Spreads Falsehoods Regarding Science & Religion 

Throughout much of the modern era, one of the main slugfests with the draw of a Hulk Hogan and 
Rowdy Roddy Piper cage match of the 1980's has been the ongoing dispute between so-called science 
and religion Proponents of each side of the debate contend that their own viewpoint is the foundation 
upon which ultimate knowledge rests. 

The science side of the controversy contends that religion isn't merely an alternative way of looking at 
the universe but rather instead a harmful mindset that must by stamped out by science's proclivity to rely 
upon experimentation and evidence rather than an unquestioning dependance upon faith and authority as 
is endemic to its epistemological adversary. However, Jerry Coyne in the 10/1/10 USA Today essay 
titled "Science And Religion Aren't Friends" relies on more untested assumptions than can be found in 
the average Sunday morning sermon. 

It is only natural that Jerry Coyne would have the tendency to end up relying on those things he has 
bluntly labeled as threats to mankind to make his argument. He is, after all, a professor in the 
Department of Ecology and Evolution at the University of Chicago. 

Both of these disciplines practiced by Professor Coyne these days are as much about philosophy and 
politics more so than the collection of objective facts through observation and experimentation. The 
University of Chicago is to at least be commended for exercising a modicum of caution in quarantining 
those on the faculty payroll oriented towards imposing opinion rather than simply elaborating actual 
details of natural phenomena as would a true biologist worthy of recognition as such. 

Early in the essay, Professor Coyne asserts, "Evolution took a huge bite a while back [he means out of 
religion], and recent work on the brain has shown no evidence for souls, spirits, or any part of our 
personality distinct from the lumps of jelly in our head." From such a contention, he concludes, "We 
now know that the universe did not require a creator." 



That's quite a rambunctious leap on the part of the eager professor. It use to be thought that nothing 
existed below the level of the atom. However, eventually researchers discovered an entirely new kind of 
universe (if you will) existing in terms of even smaller particles and energy clouds at the subatomic 
level. 

Why can't a similar position be held regarding the mind, soul, and spirit? Though it cannot be denied 
that these are somehow linked to the material brain, that does not mean these ephemeral building blocks 
of individuality and personality do not exist because those in lab coats haven't quite pinned them down 
and sliced them in half with a scalpel. 

After all, it is doubtful scientists can conclusively tell us why a certain assemblage of chemicals has the 
spark of life coursing through them and others do not. Since a number of their brethren have denied the 
existence of the Creator, perhaps a number of scientists will endeavor to convince that the phenomena 
that we call life does not exist either. 

Coyne says of science, "Science operates by using evidence and reason. Doubt is praised. No finding is 
deemed 'true' unless it is repeated and verified by others." And of religion, he writes, "...rather than 
relying on reason and evidence to support them, faith relies on revelation, dogma, and authority." 

That is, of course, until someone challenges those sacred cows that often eat at the troughs of big 
government, industry, and academia. For example, in Reason In The Balance, critic of evolution Phillip 
Johnson chronicled the plight of one professor that dared to buck the herd mentality by simply 
suggesting that the complexity of organisms MIGHT point to a creator. 

At no time did this particular academic fill in to any great degree the detail of this nebulously defined 
ultimate power or coerce students into swearing allegiance to it. This professor's pedagogical approach 
was considerably more broadminded than the professor that essentially required students to declare an 
oath of fealty to the Darwinist position if they wanted the professor to provide the student with a 
reference for medical school. It would seem though that an aspiring physician believing in a Creator or 
Intelligent Designer might make a better doctor since such a student would see the patient as made in the 
image of God rather than as a worthless lump of tissue not all that different from what the orderlies 
dumped from the bedpans or the tumors zapped with radiation down in the oncology department. 

Furthermore, evolutionists make a public display as to how much they eschew dogma and authority. 
However, can you honestly tell me that each and everyone of them has built from scratch through their 
own experimental observations the entire tree of knowledge? Is the lowliest among their number going 
to thumb their noses at names such as Goldschmidt, Gould, and Hawking? The very fact that they rally 
behind the image of Darwin is testament to how they are prone to bend knee to their alleged betters like 
many of the religious individuals they heap so much scorn upon. 

Among the nondogmatic dogmas of those professing this mindset is that one of the few remaining sins 
that cannot be countenanced is for the individual to speak out or act in an field where one has not been 
certified or credentialed by the elites empowered to bring down ruination or at least the edge of 
destitution upon those failing to curry the favor of these authorities. In academia, reprisals just short of 
lynching take place if those not bestowed the equivalent of a knighthood in the natural sciences (an 
advanced graduate degree) dares to speak out regarding evolution and how it applies to the origin of life. 
However, very little criticism or reprisals in terms of occupational status is inflicted upon the members 
of this scholastic caste when they venture beyond the confines of their respective narrowly defined fields 
when making sweeping pronouncements as to how things are to be in religion's sandbox. 

Those holding to scientism, the idea that science itself is an ultimate authority rather than a method or a 
tool, claim that the notion of religion is itself refuted because of the countless unreasonable propositions 



and doctrines advocated by those for whom an avowed faith is the primary framework through which 
they construe existence and the universe. As proof, Professor Coyne posits the person of Jesus and how 
Christians view Him as the Messiah, how Muslims do not, and how those of these respective faiths will 
incur divine retribution in the eyes of the opposing belief system for their misconstrued perspective 
regarding this one key figure. The fact that such attention is focused on an individual nothing more than 
an obscure carpenter and itinerant rabbi residing in a Roman occupied backwater is itself reason to stop 
and consider that there might be something more to this otherwise first rate failure by the world's 
standards. 

Coyne adds, "I've never met a Chrisitan ..who has been able to tell me what observations about the 
universe would make him abandon his beliefs in God and Jesus. I would have thought the Holocaust 
could do it, but apparently not." 

G.K Chesterton remarked, in regards to those horrors that cause even the most devout to question 
whether or not God actually plays an active part in the world, that these outrages and tragedies were 
manifestations of the one Christian doctrine that could be verified by a cursory perusal of the daily 
headlines. That is none other than the reality and pervasiveness of sin. 

It is because of the existence of a God and absolute values based on His unchanging character that we 
are able to say something like the Holocaust is even wrong. For without the principles embodied in holy 
documents such as the Ten Commandments, who is to say? 

Is the barometer of acceptability and propriety to be found in that amorphous moral sense referred to as 
"world opinion"? If so, that means the Holocaust is only wrong because it was an affront to a majority 
of the nations of the earth. 

In that instance, even if too late to prevent an incomprehensible atrocity and as much in response to 
other geopolitical factors, world powers came to the rescue of the Jewish people. In an attempt to 
correct the situation and to prevent something similar from happening again, the nation of Israel was 
established. 

But what of a time foretold in the Book of Revelation when hostility towards both Christian and Jew 
will be stirred to such a fanatic level by a future world leader known in prophecy as the Beast who, it is 
believed, will convince the nations of the world to join first in a campaign to wipe out Jerusalem and 
then attempt an assault on the very Gates of Heaven itself? Are we to believe in one instance the proper 
thing to do is assist the plight of the Jews or lament the failure to do so and then at some as of yet 
undetermined point down the time stream attempt to wipe them and allied theists from the face of the 
earth all because the prevailing consensus demands it? 

Coyne assures, "Science is even studying the origin of morality." The professor assures that atheists 
embrace the same moral truths as the religious but without something existing above so-called 
"science". But where ought we to find these principles? 

At the Patuxent Wildlife Visitor's Center, there is a display of a kaleidescopic video montage titled "The 
Wisdom of Wildness". The footage suggests that the course we stupid humans ought to pursue is to be 
found among the less deliberately rational creatures on the rung of what philosophers and theologians 
have titled the Great Chain Of Being. 

If so, who is to say in a naturalistic ethos just what animals we are supposed to emulate? 

Some animals such as elephants take considerable care of their young and even seem to mourn their 
dead. It is often claimed that Canadian geese mate for life and will leave the migration gaggle should 



the partner be unable to travel onward for whatever reason. 

Other animals emulate behaviors that do not comply with what most societies that have been influenced 
by the light of Judo-Christian Scripture and moral reflection would find acceptable. For example, 
occasionally female cats will abandon a kitten if she is unable to care for more than one and male cats 
will sometimes kill kittens that are not their own in order to encourage female cats to mate with them. 

In order for the couple to copulate, the female praying mantis must rip the head off of its mate and the 
nature of the female black widow spider towards its mate has become synonymous with a woman that 
murders her husband. Before feminists do a victory dance as to these alleged examples of girl power 
found throughout the animal world, perhaps they ought to tell us why if there is no God establishing the 
morality by which higher order minds reflect upon the Creator's own rationality and character in order to 
formulate ethics and values, why these examples ought to prevail over the ones more male-dominated as 
to how we interpret them? 

Male lions pretty much loaf around and look fierce while the females do, shall we say, the lion's share of 
the hunting and the raising of the cubs. And male sea lions and fur seals are pretty much 
indistinguishable from breakaway Fundamentalist Mormons such as Warren Jeffes in that they 
accumulate as many females to themselves as possible while banishing young unestablished males to the 
periphery of the colony (or out onto the streets in human terms) 

Coyne writes, "In contrast, scientists don't kill each other over matters such as continental drift. We 
have better ways to settle our differences. There is no Catholic science, no Hindu science, no Muslim 
science — just science, a multicultural search for truth." 

In regards to the first claim of that particular paragraph, scientists haven't really proven themselves that 
far removed and above the stains of the, shall we say, the sin nature plaguing the remainder of humanity. 
The death counts under traditional religion run amok are nothing to be proud of and rightly give the 
sensitive seeker grounds for pause. However, one could properly make a case that these tallies pale in 
comparison to the 20 th century totalitarian regimes that first and foremost dedicated themselves to 
Darwinian ideals in whose names were often justified the most appalling of atrocities such as the 
racialism of the Nazi regime attempting to purge the human gene pool of what that vile ideology 
considered contaminating elements or Marxism's attempt to manipulate social conditions such as 
education in order to bring about that system's new man devoid of individualism gladly embracing a 
place as a disposable cog in the technocratic collective. 

The second claim in that paragraph insists that there is no particular variety of science but rather a 
multicultural search for truth. On the surface, that sounds correct as certain facts exist such as the 
distance between the earth and the moon irrespective of the religious outlook of the researcher 
ascertaining such an assessment. However, that is only part of the picture. 

Like it or not, science arose to prominence as a method for obtaining knowledge about the world in 
which we live in a time when the Christian perspective was predominant even if not every last 
practitioner of this epistemo logical pursuit was an orthodox born again believer. As is attributed to Issac 
Newton, one of the initial motivations of what would be recognized as science was to think God's 
thoughts after Him. 

It could be argued that the Judeo-Christian mindset as found in the pages of the Bible is the font from 
which the assorted impulses and brands of modernism (for good or ill) were bequeathed with their 
concern for the world as it actually exists and how we might improve upon its conditions for the greatest 
number possible. A consistent multiculturalist cannot view such a mindset superior to one that does not. 



Not everyone believes that progress (especially if it is of the technological or economic variety) is 
necessarily a good thing. There are those that believe such innovations should be opposed at all costs 
with tactics including those lesser bourgeois minds would categorize as violence. 

For example, among the Postmodernists that spout this kind of drivel about multiculturalist science are 
those that do not see the likes of the Unabomber as a homicidal terrorist but rather as some kind of 
visionary whose artistic masterpieces did not consist of paint and canvas but rather in exploding 
shrapnel, lacerated sinew, and severed limbs. And unfortunately, this threat once isolated among a few 
lunatics, has infested the ranks of the Occupy Movement that would have no problem with dragging 
society back to preindustrial standards of living even though they themselves would be the least likely to 
survive in a milieu where a lack of self-reliance would spell certain death. But then again, a preference 
for individual life is one of those pesky values that balanced Christians or even generalized theists 
drawing ethical inspiration from the Bible can't seem to disimbue themselves of. 

It must also be admitted that science came into its own as a research methodology in those settings 
where God was viewed as distinct from His creation with the natural world under the watchful eye of a 
single God with the universe operating in accordance with the physical laws He sustains by His own 
will. Though a number of exceptional minds were able to rise above the blinders of polytheism, there is 
something about the object you are about to study either being your god, containing the spirits of the 
entities that you worship, or the distinctions between you and the object ultimately being illusory that 
will discourage you from learning as much as possible about the given subject at hand. 

Granted. Students from cultural backgrounds where Hinduism and Buddhism predominate are noted for 
their mathematical and scientific excellence. However, such aptitude came more into prominence when 
these societies came to adopt aspects of a more Western orientation. 

Towards the conclusion, Professor Coyne writes, "Because pretending that faith and science are equally 
valid ways of finding truth.. .not only weakens our concept of truth, it also gives religion an undeserved 
authority that does the world no good." But it is only through acknowledging that truth originates in a 
personal fixed source (commonly referred to as "God"), it is possible for truth to even exist or to be 
something that is worthy of individuals and societies even pursuing in the first place. 

Robertson Hurls Monkey shine At Evolution Debate 

In early February 2014, the sports world completed what could be considered the highlight of its year 
with the playing of the Super Bowl. 

Those of a more bookish or scholarly inclination got to enjoy a similar kind of excitement just a few 
days later when they could pick sides as evangelist Ken Ham faced off against Bill Nye the Science Guy. 

The issue at hand was whether evolution is sufficient to account for the existence of life. 

Ken Ham, on the one hand, believes that, without appealing to a literal understanding of the opening 
chapters of the Book of Genesis, all of the foundations upon which intellectual comprehension and a just 
social order rest begin to break down. 

As an avowed Humanist (having been recognized as the 2010 Humanist of the Year by the American 
Humanist Association), Bill Nye believes that the processes of the material universe are comprehensive 
enough in themselves to account for the complexity of the reality in which we find ourselves. 

Granted, there are a number of assorted positions between these two poles. Salvation is not determined 
by disbelief in Charles Darwin's theories but rather in one's belief in the finished work of Christ upon the 



cross of Calvary. After all, it can be argued that God has a special place in His heart for the dimwitted. 

Interestingly, some of the most scathing criticisms directed towards Ken Ham did not necessarily come 
from the raving village atheists but more from those that would consider themselves Ham's fellow 
believers. Foremost among them was none other than Pat Robertson. 

Instead of commending Ham for the courage to take a principled Christian stand on one of the foremost 
issues facing the faith in the contemporary era, Robertson counseled, "Let's not make a joke of 
ourselves." Apparently he comes down on the side of the debate holding to some kind of theistic 
evolution or progressive creationism. 

It would not be gentlemanly to deny the validity of the faith in Christ of those holding to such a position. 
However, the perspective holds that God is not powerful enough or is too stupid to create the world in 
seven literal standard "Earth days" as detailed in the Book of Genesis. 

Put that aside for now. But "Let's not make a joke out of ourselves" is a ship that sailed from 
Robertson's Virginia Beach compound years and even decades ago. But then again, maybe it flew off in 
a jet taking off from Robertson's private airplane runway or road off on one of this thoroughbred horses 
all the while Robertson insists global warming is the result of we mere common folks having too much 
such as automobiles powered by internal combustion engines. 

One would think that Pat Robertson might show a little more compassion or understanding to those that 
say controversial things but which contain considerable truth after they have been reflected upon. After 
all, was not Robertson the one that pointed out that the true danger of leftwing feminism was that it 
would encourage woman to kill their babies, take up witchcraft, and become lesbians? 

Robertson's whacked out remarks go beyond any of Ham's claims no matter how ludicrous the assertions 
of the Australian evangelist sound to those building their epistemo logical house foremostly upon man's 
reason. 

For example, Robertson claims that, if it weren't for the prayers offered by his ministry, the Tidewater 
area of Virginia would have already been destroyed as a result of an oncoming hurricane. And this was 
one of Robertson's less shocking flubs, with others going so far beyond Scriptural propriety to actually 
violate divine mandates. 

For example, Robertson suggested that a spouse ought to go ahead and divorce a partner suffering from 
Alzheimer's. The suggestion was made not as some strategy to secure additional insurance or social 
welfare in a broken system that penalizes loving couples trying to live properly. Rather, Robertson made 
the comment so that the healthy spouse could dump the ailing partner in order to find someone else to 
frolic in the boudoir with. 

The Bible establishes that marriage is intended to be a life long arrangement to dissolve upon the death 
of one of the involved parties. That is why in the marriage vows that the promises are for better or for 
worse, and in sickness and in health until death do they part. 

Who wouldn't rather spend one's declining years (often euphemistically referred to as "golden") 
puttering around a Florida retirement community in a golf cart. However, shouldn't one strive to stand 
by the promise made years ago? It's not like the mate with dementia set out intentionally to lose a 
lifetime of memories and to complete life as a proverbial vegetable. 

Yet these claims made by Robertson on a number of occasions regarding difficult questions over which 
sincere believers trying to decipher God's will can disagree are not necessarily the worst of Robertson's 



shenanigans. 



On many Christian television programs, prayer is a regular featured element. In most Christian 
traditions, prayer occurs when the believer directs communication — either spontaneous or 
prefabricated — directly to the triune Godhead. 

If most Christian leaders are sincere, they will admit that this communication usually flows in one 
direction in the audible sense. If some want to insist that the communication or communion can be felt 
by the parties at either end of this direct line into the noumenal, those that should be spared additional 
psychological evaluation will admit that what they experience is more akin to a sense of peace and well 
being that may come over them as they reflect upon the grandeur and power of the Heavenly Father in 
comparison to what ever burden they are bringing to Him to lay at the foot of the Cross. 

If some public religious figure tells you that God TOLD this leader to pursue a particular course of 
action, the best thing to do is to RUN away as soon as possible. For eventually, the thing that such 
figures usually insist the Almighty is telling them to do is either sleep with YOUR spouse or to force you 
to drink the funny- smelling Kool Aid. 

Robertson takes his own version of the divine dialog over the boundaries of acceptability in its own 
particular fashion. The televangelist insists he receives direct replies back from God. 

Referring to this beatific telepathy as a "word of faith", Robertson insists that the Holy Spirit is 
conveying back to him and a few select minions what amount to press releases regarding these movings 
in mysterious ways. Usually these are healings that are supposedly taking place at the time the ritual is 
conducted. 

The thing of it is is that these revelations seldom ever happen to be very specific in terms of names and 
locations. Robertson and his minions insist they see somewhere out in the viewing audience someone 
being healed of a non-descriptive back pain or stomach ailment. 

One would think that if the Holy Spirit deemed it important enough to inform Robertson of these 
miraculous interventions, the third person of the Trinity would also provide the address of the person 
being healed. After all, if this was all on the up and up, you think that might be good in terms of 
professions of faith, ratings, and (of course) the bottom line. 

Such a scatterbrained approach no doubt helps Robertson cover his backside. By keeping these claims 
of precognition or telepathy intentionally vague, the likelihood is increased that at least occasionally 
some individual will step forward claiming that they were the one that Robertson was talking about. 

Ken Ham, on the other hand, is more on the up and up. Even if one does not agree with his conclusions, 
at least the claims of creationist theory are made on the basis of a logical or evidential methodology that 
the skeptical can attempt to disprove or refute. 

About all we have from Robertson is the claim that God blows in his ear. That isn't really all that much 
different than what Jim Jones and David Koresh use to say. 

Scripture declares that all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God. But in comparing their overall 
ministries, the antics of Pat Robertson have brought far greater embarrassment to the cause of Christ 
than the labors of Ken Ham ever have or likely ever will. 



Are Critics Of Intelligent Design As Intelligent As They Propagandize? 



A cartoon on the cover of the 11/2013 issue of the Reports For Science Education depicts a be-robed 
bearded figure holding a diagram labeled "flagellum". The figure quips, "All right, it could be that stars, 
galaxies, living species, the eye, the immune system, and all sorts of complex things evolved on their 
own.. .but this, I made myself." 

The caption beneath the illustration reads, "The Intelligent Design God is something of an 
underachiever." He apparently also has a high tolerance for guff as very few have poked as much fun at 
the venerated spokesman of a particular world religion with a fetish for explosives and flying jetliners 
into skyscrapers. 

In all seriousness, the cartoon is a jab directed at the work of biochemist Michael Behe who popularized 
the flagellum in Darwin 's Black Box. It was the likes of the Darwinists and the naturalists who first 
categorized the single cell and assorted microscopic organisms as "simple" in comparison to other 
biological, geological, and astronomical phenomena considered to be complex. 

With the concept of irreducible complexity, pioneers of the Intelligent Design movement such as 
Michael Behe and Phillip Johnson popularized the concept how these simple cells and organisms were 
anything but with their entire systems breaking down unless all of the components worked in tandem 
and likely worthless without the others. Likewise, these functions are of a magnitude so beyond the sum 
total of the constituted parts that it is unlikely that they would have arisen on their own over time 
through the minuscule accumulation of random genetic modifications. 

It is not that the proponents of Intelligent Design have totally ignored these other scientific curiosities 
such as stars, galaxies, and other mind boggling wonders of the physical universe. In fact, a number of 
these are presented in a marvelous manner that can be appreciated by the scientist and understood by the 
enthusiastic non-technician alike in I Don't Have Enough Faith To Be An Atheist by Frank Turek and 
Norman Geisler. 

Adherents of the worldviews of naturalism and scientism often stand behind their lecterns before their 
blackboards clicking their tongues how religious faith and its corollaries of intelligent design or some 
kind of creation theory cannot be categorized as true science because it is doubtful that the faithful 
believer would ever renounce their preferred theology no matter how overwhelming the evidence 
arrayed against traditional revelation and dogma. However, the subtitle of the organization's own 
newsletter is "Defending The Teaching Of Evolution And Climate Science". 

Just what evidence will adherents of these perspectives accept before themselves surrendering to the 
epistemological or paradigmatic inevitable? 

For example, the newsletter's Dec 2013 cover might spoof the Intelligent Design movement's flagellum 
fetish. But haven't the Darwinists been harping their finches, fruit flies, and peppered moths even 
longer? 

At the end of the day, no matter how much these creatures might change over the generations, they 
pretty much remain fruit flies, finches, or peppered moths begetting other fruit flies, finches, or peppered 
moths respectively not that dramatically different on the genetic or molecular level where it counts from 
the original. So should geneticists dig deep enough that it is discovered that, despite the considerable 
material similarities between the species, it is impossible for a chimp to make the leap to human being, 
will multitudes of academics come forward to renounce many of Physical Anthropology's cherished 
foundations? 

The second area of focus in the mission statement is defending the teaching of climate science. There is 
hardly a Christian out there walking free this side of the funny farm fence that condemns meteorological 



forecasting. Even if they don't catch the segment on the 1 1 PM news or fiddle around with Doppler 
radar and satellite imagery, even the Amish probably consult their own methods to get some kind of idea 
what the weather will be like the next day. 

The National Center For Science might go out of its way to position itself as one of Feurbach's cultured 
despisers of religion. However, what this organization really means by the term "climate science" is 
instead the faith of global warming and environmental extremeism. 

And as in the case of the most diehard adherent of traditional theism, there will be nothing to dissuade 
these zealots that man (especially of the White industrialized variety) isn't the cause of climate change. 

Had a warmer than usual winter? It's global warming's fault. 

Had a colder than normal winter? That's global warming's fault also. 

Had a summer or winter where the weather was for the most part within the range of what one should 
expect for that particular season? Surely, it was the fault of global warming. 

Like any good revivalist, the goal of the ideologues at the National Center for Science Education is not 
so much to dispassionately impart a set of objective facts for the recipient to then make up their own 
minds as to whether they will accept them into their existential epistemic framework and then determine 
how these should be applied to life and policy. For example, it is doubtful the newsletter publishes 
articles detailing how the world really hasn't warmed for over a decade and how, when changes take 
place, they are more the fault of solar activity than the failure of the American people to willingly 
embrace a lifestyle virtually indistinguishable from that of Third World squalor. 

One of the greatest gifts parents and educators can bestow upon a child is to cultivate an awareness of 
the assorted charlatans that will attempt to take advantage of the weak-willed and simpleminded. A 
considerable number will appear wearing the cloaks of a great many religions. However, just as 
dangerous are those wearing lab coasts that instead attempt to pull the wool over the eyes of the 
unsuspecting by rattling off numbers presented as statistics and obtuse obscure verbal formulations 
masquerading as facts. 

Environmental Propagandists Full Of It Over Dog Poo Run Off 

Each year, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources publishes an educational brochure directed 
towards children titled "The Maryland Bay Game". 

Often, the pamphlet contains interesting information regarding the state's geography and natural 
resources. 

Some of the content, however, is outright environmental propaganda. 

For example, there is one activity consisting of a maze titled "Scoop The Poop". 

The text admonishes that, by scooping the poop of the 1.3 million dogs estimated to reside in the state, 
residents of the New Order are playing their role in removing harmful nutrients and bacteria from 
entering local waterways. 

While picking up after Fido might make things more healthy and pleasant for human beings, such an 
activity can't possibly do as much to restore the Chesapeake as this dinky tractate leads one to believe.. 



A proverbial aphorism questions "Does a bear take a you-know-what in the woods?" 
The title of a book boldly proclaims "Everybody Poops". 

Are these activists going to insist that the digestive effluent of these particular creatures is appreciably 
different than what is grunted out of the backside of the average household canine? 

Unlike most dogs, fish living in the bay just let it rip right there in the bay. 

Some of these animals, not unlike many a Redneck, probably consider roadkill fine dining. 

One of the goals of bay restoration is to increase the number of animal species depleted by man 
(especially Whites aspiring to live a lifestyle above that of prancing through the woods 3/4's naked in a 
loin cloth procuring whatever nuts and berries one can happen to scrounge). 

But if increasing the number of animals that live in, around, and above the Bay also increases the 
amount of #1 and #2 flowing into these sacred waters, then why doesn't it become our obligation to 
exterminate these creatures as quickly and as thoroughly as possible? 

Cosmos Promotes Universal Deception 

The deputy editor of USA Today reflecting upon the update of the series Cosmos remarked, "Carl Sagan 
fought pseudoscience with a smile and wide-eyed wonder. One of the taglines from the series was 'The 
Cosmos is all there was, is, or ever will be'." 

That famous catchphrase is itself non-scientific at best and pseudoscientific at worst. 

Even if one grants that the universe is billions and billions of years old (to employ rhetoric of nearly that 
many parodies of Sagan), on what grounds can one state such an absolute conclusion from the basis of 
observational science? 

For example, in the worldview espoused by Cosmos, it is held that the cosmos began at the moment of 
the Big Bang. 

Thus, if one cannot peek back beyond that point, on what grounds apart from a faith as deeply held by 
the most adamant of theist does one conjecture that something else did not exist to bring the something 
into existence? 

One can make the case of the cosmos being all there is all one wants. 

But if the triumvirate of space, time and matter is all you are going to appeal to, on what grounds do you 
lodge a complaint should those not wanting such a gospel of nihilistic hopelessness to infect the minds 
of their children want to blow your brains out? 

The last segment of Sagan's trademark mantra dogmatically asserted that the cosmos is all that will ever 
be. 

If we are to exist in an epistemological framework where nothing is certain and there is no purposeful 
supreme intelligence superintending so that everything continues on a routine path, how do we know 
some manner of quantum cascade won't take place tonight where one subatomic particle is so knocked 
off course that all of reality disintegrates back into nothingness? 



For did not even the great skeptics such as David Hume concede that, just because the sun rose from 
time immemorial, that was no guarantee that it would do so tomorrow? 

Interestingly, the proponents of the Cosmos invocation might insist that they are providing viewers 
insight into whatever was or ever will be. 

However, what these propagandists are conveniently leaving out are those aspects of the totality they 
happen to disagree with or cannot flippantly gloss over. 

For example, in the premiere episode, an inordinate amount of time was spent badmouthing the 
adherents of a supposedly non-existent God in the case of Giodarno Bruno who was persecuted for 
believing that an infinite God could have created additional inhabited planets. 

If nothing is to be concealed in the name of approaching a comprehension of the universe as it is rather 
than how we would like it to be, at any point in this documentary's presentation did Neil deGrasse Tyson 
— himself an avowed atheistic humanist — give an as lengthy presentation about the liberties infringed 
and abridged by assorted forms of atheism such as Communism in the attempt to maintain a stranglehold 
on power by preventing the dissemination of not only competing perspectives but as well as facts 
deemed inconvenient to adherents of that particular ideology? 

Thus, if the hallmark of what distinguishes the modern era as supposedly superior to that of the medieval 
is that by the definition of these terms that we know better and are more enlightened, doesn't that make 
the atrocities of Communism far greater having been committed by the self-professed adherents of 
science? 

In another episode, Tyson became emotionally discombobulated that if we as a species did not repent of 
our carbon combusting, global warming ways, we could very well cease to exist. 

However, once again, if the only thing that exists is the material totality of the universe and there is no 
noncontingent intelligence or personality sustaining these complex systems, who is to say existence is 
superior to nonexistence? 

Science writer George Johnson suggested that the tendency to view the universe as designed is an 
evolutionary holdover that humanity ought to progress beyond. 

Then why not this desire for continued existence beyond that of our immediate selves? 

For is this for the most part a trait and bias of the human plague infesting the planet? 

Swarms of grass hoppers defoliating an area don't reflect if there will be enough to go around decades 
down the road. 

One truism is that any resident of this realm will be subject to some kind of ultimate authority. 

One can either settle for that of other flawed human beings that will in the end lead to disappointment 
and eventually destruction. 

Or, one can look to God as the foundation and utilize a number of the tools that He provides such as His 
word foremostly followed by reason contemplating upon principles derived from that revelation and 
their operation through the handiwork of His creation. 



Evolutionists Outraged At County Fair Creation Science Displays 



The July 2014 cover story of Earth: The Magazine Of The American Geosciences Institute warns 
"Creationism Comes To The County Fair'. 

It is further cautioned "County fairs have proved good places for creationists to reach captive 
audiences". 

But aren't these venues less captive than those in which evolutionists purvey their own propaganda? 
For example, no one is forced to attend the county fair. 

However, unless a child's parents are able to scrimp together the tuition necessary to finance private 
education or are talented enough to educate their own children through homeschool, the vast majority of 
students will be bombarded by public school indoctrination where the science curriculum exudes 
doctrinaire Darwinism. 

Secondly, if you attend the county fair and an offensive booth grabs your attention, you are free to speed 
by. 

However, if a child wants to successfully complete school, he must remain subjected to this teaching no 
matter how much it might ridicule the child's most deeply held beliefs 

Thirdly, organizations must pay for the use of county fair booths. 

However, educators are paid from public funds to ply the naturalistic perspective. 

County fairs are held in part in celebration of rural culture and values. 

As such, as areas characterized by deep religious faith, creation science ministries and organizations 
should be encouraged to highlight this particular aspect of the American philosophical landscape. 

Has The Pope Abandoned Christianity In Favor Of A Platonic Mormonism? 

In addressing the Pontifical Academy Of Sciences, Pope Francis pontificated, "When we read about 
Creation in Genesis, we run the risk of imagining God was a magician, with a magic wand able to do 
everything. But that is not so." 

If this wasn't bad enough, Pope Francis further elaborated, "God is not a divine being or a magician, but 
the Creator who brought everything to life." 

In other words, Pope Francis is not so much a Christian but rather a Platonist. 
Christianity holds that God brought forth the world from nothingness. 

John 1 :3 reads, "All things were made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was made." 

Colossians 1:16-17 stipulates in concurrence, "For by him were all things created, that are in heaven, 
and that are in earth.. .And he is before all things, and by him all things consist." 

Platonism, on the other hand, believes in accord with the assumptions hinted at in the Pope's statement 
that matter exists eternally and independent from God. 

God merely reshaped to the best of His ability that which was already there. 



Pope Francis is to be commended for his attempt to preserve the metaphysical freedom of human beings 
in playing a role in determining their eternal destiny. 

But in positing the cosmology that he does, what guarantee are we provided that the system won't go 
spiraling out of control or that the promises made by God are even trustworthy? 

For example, if God did not bring matter nor the laws governing physical substance into existence and is 
Himself subject to these limitations as inviolable standards rather than by His own volition, why ought 
we to believe that He is able to cause a virgin to conceive a son and for that son to rise from the dead 
after dying upon a cross so that we might have the forgiveness of sins and a beatific eternal life? 

For are not these greater contraventions of how the universe operates than to bring the cosmos into 
existence within the span of six literal days? 

In Luke 5 in the account where Jesus heals the paralytic lowered through the roof, Christ inquires in 
verse 23, "Whether is easier, to say, Thy sins be forgiven thee; or to say, Rise up and walk?" 

Thus, if the laws of nature cannot be suspended as the Divinity sees fit, on what grounds ought we to 
believe that He really has paid our debts in full? 

On old adage asks is the Pope Catholic. 

Maybe so, but these days it seems that, in terms of his foundational presuppositons, he might be trending 
Mormon but hopefully with a much less active sex life. 
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